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CHAPTER I. STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 
A dramatically changing relationship between teachers, 
administrators, and school boards is emerging under the re­
cent surge of teacher militancy. Evidence of this militancy 
has accrued as outbreaks of teacher strikes, including the 
nation's first statewide school walkout, swept over the 
United States in I968, Teachers are no longer satisfied with 
the traditional paternalistic relationship; they insist on 
full rights to negotiate collectively with the local board of 
education. They no longer come as petitioners asking to be 
heard. They now assert that they are partners in a vital 
enterprise and that their views should not only be heard, but 
heeded. Out of this turmoil of militancy must emerge new 
patterns of teacher-board, teacher-superintendent, and 
teacher-principal relationships. 
There is little historical background to the collective 
negotiation movement. Prior to i960, not a single state 
authorized collective, or any other form of, negotiations 
between teacher organizations and boards of education (1, p. 7). 
In short, the movement with militant ramifications has spread 
swiftly in America. Its long-range effects are legitimate 
matters of educational concern. An effort to contemplate them 
is inherently speculative to a relative extent, but such 
efforts are needed before undesirable policies and practices, 
and even laws, have become established. 
2 
Need for the Study 
Negotiation is accounting for marked changes in the 
working relationships of board members, superintendents, 
central office administrators and supervisors, principals, 
teachers, and other school personnel (3j p. 5). The working 
relationships between board of education members, superin­
tendents, and teachers were perceived by educators to be an 
item of great significance in education. In school systems 
across the nation the evolution of negotiation and/or 
bargaining was beginning to play an important role in 
educational considerations (7, p. 5). This militant collective 
negotiation movement has caused concern among the participants 
as well as the public, A viable solution is sought to amend 
and improve the working partnership among teachers, adminis­
trators, and school boards. A concerted effort is needed to 
survey and analyze the perceived roles of the partners and to 
examine the reactions among teachers and administrators to 
collective negotiations. 
This study is designed to make each partner more 
knowledgeable about his potential position in the negotiation 
process, as well as to gain basic scientific knowledge that 
can be applied generally. The results of this study could 
also be of value for initial training and in-service programs 
for educators. 
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The Problem 
The purpose of this endeavor was to delineate the status 
of the collective negotiation phenomenon as perceived by Iowa 
teachers and superintendents. 
Specifically, the study sought perceived answers to the 
following questions: 
1. Should teachers have the right to negotiate with 
their employer, the school board? 
2. What lines of communication really exist between 
teachers and school boards? 
3. Do teachers believe collective negotiations cause 
school boards to surrender their discretionary 
powers? 
4. What issues are negotiable? 
5. Should the majority organization have the right to 
negotiate exclusively? 
6. How should impasses be resolved? 
7. Should administrative personnel be included in the 
unit determination? 
8. Should state laws be enacted to govern the negotiation 
process? 
9. Are there any major differences with respect to 
negotiations in the NEA and the AFT? 
10, What are the factors that ignite teacher militancy? 
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Hypotheses 
In analyzing the problem as identified, the study sought 
to test the differences in responses of teachers and superin­
tendents which might not be expected from sampling fluctua­
tions. The following hypotheses were tested. Stated in null 
form, they are: 
1. There is no difference in the perceptions of teachers 
and superintendents concerning the right of teachers 
to negotiate collectively with the local school board. 
2. There is no difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and superintendents as to the current 
availability of channels for negotiation. 
3. There is no difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and superintendents concerning the right of 
channels to exist through which teachers may 
communicate directly with their board of education, 
4. There is no difference in the optimal composition of 
teacher organizations when they communicate with 
boards of education as perceived by teachers and 
superintendents. 
5. There is no difference in the attitude between 
teachers and superintendents as to the status of the 
school board's discretionary power. 
6. There is no difference between teachers' and super­
intendents' attitudes toward the right of organ-
ization(s) to negotiate exclusively. 
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7. There is no difference in the attitudes of the 
teachers and superintendents on the issue of what 
should be negotiable. 
8. There is no difference between teachers and super­
intendents as to the perceived right for public 
school teachers to strike. 
9. There is no difference between teachers' and super­
intendents' perceptions as to how impasses should be 
resolved. 
10. There is no difference in the attitude of teachers 
and superintendents as to the question of the 
inclusion of administrative personnel in the unit 
determination, 
11. There is no difference in the attitude of teachers 
and superintendents as to the role of the superin­
tendent in the negotiation session. 
12. There is no difference in the attitude of teachers 
and superintendents as to the role of the super­
visory personnel in the negotiation process. 
13. There is no difference in the attitude of teachers 
and superintendents as to the role of technical 
instructional personnel. 
14. There is no difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and superintendents as to the need for an 
enactment of a state law prescribing the procedures 
for negotiation in local school systems. 
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15. There is no difference in the agreement "between 
perceptions of teachers and superintendents con­
cerning the scope of the law affecting negotiations. 
16. There is no difference between teachers and super­
intendents in their attitude toward a negotiation 
statute which covers teachers only. 
17. There is no difference in the agreement between 
teachers and superintendents on who should have 
the final authority to settle disputes. 
18. There is no difference between teachers' and super­
intendents' perception of the relative differences 
in the AFT and NEA, 
19. There is no difference between teachers and super­
intendents as they perceived the status of the 
educational organization in the next few years. 
20. There is no difference between teachers and 
superintendents in their perception of the factors 
that ignite militancy. 
Definition of Terms 
Arbitration 
Method of settling employment disputes through recourse 
to an impartial third party whose decision is usually final 
and binding. 
Advisory arbitration Arbitration without a final and 
binding award. 
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Compulsory arbitration Arbitration required by law. 
Voluntary arbitration Both parties agree to submit 
disputed issue to arbitration subject to the right of appeal 
through established channels. 
Collective negotiations 
A process whereby employees as a group and their em­
ployers make offers and counter-offers in good faith on the 
conditions of their employment relationship for the purpose 
of reaching a mutually acceptable agreement. In the context 
of this study, collective negotiation is the process of pro­
fessional negotiations as envisioned by the teachers' 
associations, and collective bargaining, as advertised by 
teachers' unions. 
Exclusive negotiation 
The right and obligation of an employee organization 
designated as majority representative to negotiate collec­
tively for all employees, including non-members, in the 
negotiation unit. 
Good-faith negotiation 
A procedure in which the parties deal with each other 
openly and fairly and endeavor sincerely in the negotiation 
process to overcome obstacles to agreement. 
Impasse 
Persistent disagreement between the parties requiring 
the use of mediation, fact-finding or appeal procedures for 
resolution. 
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Sanction 
A statement of censure, withholding of contracts (the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics regard withholding contracts a 
strike) during negotiations, and avoidance of extracurricular 
activities by teachers as a means of preventing the violation 
of their rights or responsibilities. 
Strike 
Temporary stoppage of work by a group of employees (not 
necessarily members of a union) to express a grievance, en­
force a demand for changes in the conditions of employment, 
obtain recognition, or resolve a dispute with management. 
Titles 
AASA - American Association of School Administrators 
APT - American Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO 
DESP - Department of Elementary School Principals, NEA 
lACT - Iowa Association of Classroom Teachers, ISEA 
ISEA - Iowa State Education Association, NEA 
lUD - Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO 
NASSP - National Association of Secondary School 
Principals, NEA 
NEA - National Education Association 
NSBA - National School Board Association 
Source of the Data 
The mailed questionnaire method of descriptive research 
was chosen to compare the perceptions of Iowa public school 
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teachers and superintendents on ways and means of conducting 
the negotiation process. The stratified cluster technique 
was employed. The subjects selected for this study were 
randomly chosen from a list of certified public school 
personnel in the state of Iowa. The source of the list was 
the 1967-1968 Iowa Educational Directory (36). 
Delimitation 
There is no way to predict, with certainty, how teachers 
and/or superintendents will react to specific questions on 
existing conditions or to events that may occur; yet their 
reactions may have important implications for the development 
of negotiation procedures. 
The study is limited to certified public school personnel 
employed in community, consolidated, and independent school 
districts maintaining four year high schools in Iowa. It was 
believed necessary to exclude private schools because of the 
nature in which they are financed and locally governed. 
The Iowa results, because of its rural nature and 
inherently small school districts, can not describe teacher 
or administrator behavior as generally applied to more 
populous states with much larger school systems. 
Organization of the Study 
This study has been organized into fire chapters. The 
first chapter includes the need for the study, statement of 
10 
the problem, hypotheses, definition of terms, sources of 
data, and delimitations of study. The second chapter 
contains a review of related literature and research. The 
third chapter includes the methodology and design of the 
study. The fourth chapter Includes the findings of the data 
collected from the mailed questionnaire. The fifth chapter 
of the study contains the summary, conclusions and recommen­
dations for further study. 
11 
CHAPTER II. REVIEW OP LITERATURE 
The climate of the public attitude toward the rights of 
public employees has changed dramatically since the late 
1950's, as shown by three events. The first was the report 
of Mayor Wagner's task force and the resulting executive order 
of 1958 which put collective bargaining in New York City on a 
firm basis. The second factor symbolizing the change in 
climate was the militance of school teachers in several parts 
of the country in the early and mid-igGO's, resulting in 
strikes. The third, and perhaps the most influential event, 
was the issuance by President Kennedy of Executive Order 
10,988 on January 17, 1962 (53, p. 314). The order estab­
lished the right of federal employees to organize and to enter 
into collective negotiations with management. This mandate 
seems to have established the pattern for public employees in 
seeking negotiation rights. 
Incentives for Collective Negotiations 
The incentive for collective negotiations has resulted 
in part from several economic, educational, and social in­
fluences; namely, the more democratic school administrator, 
the more demanding teacher, the more opulent economy, and the 
changing attitude of society toward the rights of public em­
ployees. It is quite paradoxical that these very influences 
which would appear to make formal bargaining less necessary. 
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have, in truth, brought about the demand for compulsory-
negotiation. However, it can be argued that established 
orderly procedures are necessary because, although school 
administrators and school boards have increased faculty 
participation in policy formulation, the pace has been much 
too slow to meet the demands of the members of their staffs. 
It is also unlikely that working conditions in such places 
as New York or Philadelphia or other large cities would have 
improved if the teachers had not demanded their rights. The 
pressure in the urban centers and less affluent communities 
must come from the educators themselves. According to 
Doherty (l8) there just isn't anyone else to send "messages" 
to the school board. In New York City, for example, roughly 
30 per cent of all school age children attend private schools, 
and the number seems to be growing. The parents of the 
remaining school population are less influential and send 
fewer "messages". 
There are other factors contributing to the impetus for 
rights of educators. For example. King (37, p. 44) hypothe­
sizes that collective negotiation is the result of: 
(1) a distressing feeling of anonymity among urban 
teachers, 
(2) a local conservatism which makes taxpayers 
recalcitrant in providing school support, 
(3) an Increase in the number of teachers from 
labor-oriented families, 
(4) a resentment on the part of today's well-
trained teachers chafing under administrative 
practices geared to the normal school era. 
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(5) a national acceptance of the policy that each 
employee has the right to negotiate with his 
employer regarding the terms of his employment. 
Moskow (45, p. 4) expressed the view that organized labor 
has contributed to teacher militancy in its attempt to organ­
ize white collar workers : 
It is no secret that the changing composition of 
the labor force has caused union leaders to look 
toward white collar and professional workers who 
have traditionally been difficult to organize. As 
a result public school teachers have been chosen 
as a group which, if successfully organized, could 
improve the image of unions in the eyes of other 
white collar workers. 
Most of the labor support for organizing teachers 
has come from Walter Reuther, head of the Industrial 
Union Department of the APL-CIO. In I963, Reuther 
revealed that two lUD organizers had been assigned 
to the AFT and three full-time organizers were being 
subsidized by the lUD. In addition, financial 
support was being furnished to the APT for twenty-
three part time organizers, 
Webb (27, p. 11), the executive director of the National 
School Board Association, feels that no one isolated factor 
is responsible for the current wave of teacher organization 
militancy and salary disputes. He feels it is Just an 
indication of a new element in relationships between public 
employers and their employees. 
In sum, collective negotiation is due in part to each of 
the aforementioned factors and many others so subtle as to 
defy classification. 
Direction of Teacher Militancy 
Delegates representing the more than one million members 
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of the NEA spoke out firmly on the ways the association will 
use its power to bring about change. The 7,103 delegates to 
the 1968 NEA convention frequently expressed their approval 
of teacher militancy - in their applause for reports of action 
in Florida in the past year, in their approval of building up 
the Du Shane Fund for Teacher Rights directly from the 
association budget, and in their vote to approve teacher 
strikes as a last-resort mechanism in educational struggles 
(47, p. 1). 
The wave of teacher militancy can take either of two 
directions according to Epstein (I9, p. 2). 
On the one hand, it can render great positive ser­
vice. It can enlist the group-strength of teachers 
to improve the working atmosphere in schools for 
both students and the professional staff, to obtain 
sufficient and better materials of instruction, to 
eliminate wasteful overburdening of teachers, to 
raise the living standards of teachers to a truly 
professional level, and to eliminate needless 
sources of teacher dissatisfaction. To teachers it 
can bring a real participation as professional peers 
in contributing to the making of educational policy 
and with it a heightened sense of their own pro­
fessional dignity and responsibility. 
On the other hand, teacher-militancy can become 
reckless and exclusively self-seeking... It can bog 
down the operation of schools in a mire of petty 
grievances and complaints. It can attempt to sub­
stitute bargaining power for professional knowledge 
and judgment. It can alienate citizen support for 
the schools. 
The Grade Teacher editors (72) concur with the latter 
direction. If teacher power is used only to Improve the 
economic and working conditions of teachers, it will soon 
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founder on apathy, public antipathy and eventually, public 
attack. 
Basing his opinion on the experience of school boards on 
the eastern seaboard, Essex (21) concluded that one of the 
great dangers of the current militancy is the fact that good 
persons are driven from the school boards. The board members 
soon found that they were not competent to engage in this 
highly specialized area of bargaining; they found the many 
hours exceeded the time they could devote to it; and many of 
the more qualified members concluded that they did not want 
to endure the all-night sessions and the criticisms that re­
sulted from impasse. 
Inclusion of Administrative Personnel 
Possibly one of the most perplexing issues in the collec­
tive negotiation movement is the controversy over the inclusion 
of administrative personnel in unit determinations. Their role 
in the collective negotiation process has not been clearly 
defined by either the association or the union. Although the 
National Education Association has consistently suggested that 
administrators can function within the local, state, and 
national association without conflict, it makes the matter of 
including or excluding administrators from membership in local 
associations a matter of local option. The position of the 
American Federation of Teachers is that administrators are 
excluded from membership. Since it appears administrators will 
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be excluded from some negotiating units and in some cases 
the teachers' organization entirely, what rights should they 
strive for? 
In some states the issue has been settled, theoretically 
at least, by statute. The following variations are found in 
the statutes enacted thus far; 
1. The Rhode Island statute (60) provides negotiation 
rights for certified personnel, but specifically 
excludes certain categories of administrative-super­
visory personnel from the coverage of the statute. 
; Thus in Rhode Island, superintendents, assistant 
superintendents, principals, and assistant principals 
cannot legally require a school board to negotiate 
administrative-supervisory terms and conditions of 
employment. 
2. The Washington statute (79) provides that certain 
categories of administrative-supervisory personnel 
have negotiating rights, but only through the same 
organization that represents classroom teachers. 
3. The Connecticut statute (15) provides that admlnis-
trative-supervisory personnel have negotiation rights 
but provides an option for both administrative-super­
visory personnel and classroom teachers as to whether 
the same organization shall represent both groups, 
4. The Wisconsin statutes (85) provide negotiating rights 
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for certified personnel but authorize an adminis­
trative agency to make unit determinations. 
The Iowa Association of Classroom Teachers (77, p. 9) 
believes in maintaining an all-inclusive local association 
but with these stipulations : 
...we believe that, because of the superintendent's 
obligation to the board of education, he cannot be 
a party in the determination of the local association 
negotiating unit, goals, or decisions over the 
acceptance or.rejection of proposed agreements. 
We expect that the principal and department heads 
will remain active members of the association. As a 
part of the negotiating unit, they will be able to 
negotiate for the school programs that currently 
remain only as dreamed-of goals. 
The Wisconsin Education Association, for example, 
suggests an all-inclusive professional organization, allowing 
both administrative-supervisory and classroom teacher eche­
lons the autonomy they desire, with one distinction, the 
negotiating unit. The negotiating unit in Wisconsin can 
generally Include only those in nonadministrative or non-
supervisory posts. Therefore, the WEA suggested separate 
classroom teacher and supervisory negotiating units of the 
local association. The suggestion musters the forces of a 
total profession rather than one consisting of fragmented 
pieces; however, under the present Wisconsin employment re­
lations act there is no impasse machinery for administrative 
and supervisory personnel. Thus fact finding or mediation 
at this level as a Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission 
function is ruled out. The WEA (84, p. 11) resolution of the 
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conflict -would be the following pattern: 
...establish selection of a three persons panel: 
one selected by the negotiating unit, one by the 
board of education, and one to be mutually agreed 
upon by both parties. ...the effort to effect 
the pattern suggested would seem well worth while, 
both in terms of establishing negotiation capa­
bilities for all WEA members and in terms of 
eliminating a divisive factor in local association 
activity. 
Lieberman and Moskow (40, pp. 397-398) note that: 
Unquestionably, principals and lower echelons of 
administration include many individuals who could 
provide effective leadership for teacher organ­
izations. The teachers may feel the need for such 
leadership more keenly than they feel the need for 
effective grievance procedures relating to such 
administrative personnel. 
On the other hand Essex (21) is of the opinion that the 
administrator must represent the board and the public. 
Lieberman (39, p. 78) concurs: 
A principal is a principal. He is not a teacher. 
His job is not teaching in the classroom. It is 
administering a school. When negotiations take place, 
principals sit on the other side of the table. 
In summary, Ligtenberg and Andree (4l, pp. 75-76) see 
that it is readily apparent that administrators' roles are 
changing substantially when one begins to consider the nature 
of collective negotiations: 
Not only is their own effectiveness, activity or 
status very much involved, but they find that they 
must either be non-participants, resource persons 
to each party, or available to only one party. This 
is a most difficult decision to make. When it 
happens, the man holding the position either becomes 
less effective, more oriented to the needs of his 
teachers, less respected by the board of education, 
or faces the erosion of both his power and his 
authority. 
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Resolution of these problems weigh heavily on the future 
of collective negotiation in education. It appears that the 
issue of inclusion or exclusion of administrators is the only 
major difference in the AFT and the NM, Apparently 
recognition and resolution of this difference is necessary if 
they are to work in concert. 
Legal Connotations 
The United States Constitution contains no specific 
reference to education, however, the Tenth Amendment stipu­
lates that "the powers not delegated to the United States by 
the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are 
reserved to the States respectively, or to the people". 
Therefore, the power for establishing and maintaining 
the public schools resides exclusively with the individual 
states. State statutes typically provide that local school 
boards have the authority to govern their schools. For 
example, section 279.8 of the Iowa Code (31) provides that: 
The board shall make rules for its own government 
and that of the directors, officers, teachers, and 
pupils, and for the care of the schoolhouse, grounds, 
and property of the school corporation, and aid in 
the enforcement of the same, and require the 
performance of duties by said persons imposed by law 
and the rules. 
Thus the authority of school boards to govern is 
established. What avenues do public school employees have 
when they feel they have been treated unfairly? Nolte and 
Linn (49, p, 199) stated the following regarding teachers' 
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rights to a reparation of grievances: 
The statutes of nearly every state outline the 
procedure for appeal from a decision of the board 
of education or other authority, usually the 
county superintendentJ county board of education, 
state superintendent, or state board of education. 
In some states, all steps in the power hierarchy 
may be involved when the teacher appeals to higher 
authority for adjudication of a board rule or 
decision. In other states, the statutes may call 
for original appeal to the lower courts. In only a 
few states is there no statutory provision for 
appeal from a board decision. 
Unless expressly prohibited, appeal is available from 
the board directly to the lower courts. Courts, however, 
will not upset decisions of boards of education unless there 
has been an abuse of the discretionary power. To do so would 
be to substitute the judgment of the court for that of the 
board. It is only where the jurisdiction or.the right of the 
board to act is in question that the courts will intercede, 
or where there is some question that the board did not act 
in good faith, or in the best interest of the schools. 
Usually at issue in these latter cases is the question of 
whether the statute under which the board acted is constitu­
tional, The court will recognize the teachers' rights, but 
it will not interfere in the normal operation of the schools 
where the board acts in good faith within its powers. 
The Iowa Code contains a provision for the reparation 
of grievances in section 290.I. This statute provides for 
appeal to the County Superintendent as follows (32): 
Any person aggrieved by any decision or order of 
the board of directors of any school corporation 
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in a matter of law or fact may, within thirty days 
after the rendition of such decision or the making 
of such order, appeal therefrom to the county 
superintendent of the proper county; the basis of 
the proceedings shall be an affidavit filed with 
the county superintendent by the party aggrieved 
within the time for taking the appeal, which 
affidavit shall set forth any error complained of 
in a plain and concise manner. 
Section 290.5 of the Iowa Code (33) involves a higher 
appeal. It provides that: 
An appeal may be taken from the decision of the 
county superintendent to the state board of pub­
lic instruction in the same manner as provided in 
this chapter for taking appeals from the board of 
a school corporation to the county superintendent, 
as nearly as applicable, except that thirty days 
notice of the appeal shall be given by the 
appellant to the county superintendent, and also 
to the adverse party. The decision when made shall 
be final. 
In regard to the question of the legality of collective 
negotiations, Stinnett, Kleinmann, and Ware (69, p. 40) 
wrote : 
Undoubtedly if the question of legality is ever 
raised in the districts where negotiation is 
practiced, the view will be that the governing 
boards do have the power. Boards of education 
have the power and authority to set educational 
and personnel policies for the school district. 
Within this power, they may devise procedures to 
carry out their duties. Under this power, the 
board should be able to participate in negotiation 
procedures, even in the absence of statute. 
Collective negotiation has a legal connotation which 
means much more than merely permitting the school board com­
plete discretion as to what procedure to follow in reacting 
to requests that may be presented to it by various groups. 
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In order to react to the validity of the assertion that 
such a concept of collective negotiation does constitute a 
serious invasion of school board authority, it seems necessary 
to delineate fully what is legally meant by collective nego­
tiation, The concept of what constitutes good faith collec­
tive negotiation has been worked out to a large extent by 
the federal courts and the National Labor Relations Act 
which by its specific language imposes a duty on employers 
and unions to "meet at reasonable times and confer in good -
faith with respect to wages, hours, and other terms and con­
ditions of employment. ...such obligation does not compel 
either party to agree to a proposal or require the making of 
a concession." 
Seitz (65, p. 121) expressed the view: 
It is, of course, apparent that when the school 
board undertakes collective bargaining, as it has 
been defined, it undertakes the burdens which it 
does not need to assume if it does not bargain 
collectively. The assumption, however, of these 
burdens does not mean that the board has delegated 
away its authority. In this respect it is 
interesting to recall that the history of in­
dustrial relations establishes that when the em­
ployer was first confronted with the statutory 
necessity of bargaining collectively, he com­
plained that he was being forced to delegate away 
his authority. The courts did not agree with him. 
The courts recognized that he did assume additional 
burdens but that he still retained ultimate 
authority to make final decisions... 
Bolmeier (8) refutes the arguments of school boards that 
entering into negotiation agreements is illegal. He argues 
that even in those states wh^ re there is no statutory 
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authorization school boards have the discretionary power to 
enter into negotiating relationships with representatives- of 
the professional staff. He feels that some boards of edu­
cation conveniently cite legal obstacles as reasons for not 
entering into formal agreements. 
Favoring statutory provisions, Seitz (63, p. 53) stated: 
If a statute does not provide for collective 
negotiations, most courts are going to hold that 
voluntary bargaining is legal. It seems, however, 
that teachers will endeavor to have the matter 
taken care of by statute because voluntary bar­
gaining can break down at any time and may prove 
to be rather, ineffective. 
Seitz (63) further argued that a state providing for 
"good faith professional negotiations or bargaining" between 
a teacher organization and a school board should not be 
struck down by a court on the ground that it constituted an 
improper delegation of legislative authority. 
The United States Supreme Court (63) in interpreting 
the meaning of good faith collective bargaining under the 
National Labors Relations Act, has recognized three categories 
of proposals: 
1. Those that are illegal and therefore cannot be 
bargained about. 
2. Those that may be bargained about if the parties 
voluntarily wish to do so. 
3. Those that are mandatory and must be bargained 
about. 
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Proposals that come within the category of wages, hours, 
and other terms and conditions of employment fall within the 
mandatory area. Certainly falling within the conditions of 
employment would be such things as assignments during out of 
school hours to supervision of extracurricular events, class 
assignments, class size, use of teacher assistants and rest 
periods. It would appear that decisions on curriculum con­
tent could technically be viewed as remaining solely the 
prerogative of administration and the school board. 
Nolte and Linn (49, p. I83) discussed the rights of 
teachers to bargain collectively as follows; 
There seems to be no reason why teachers and other 
employee groups in the public schools may not 
legally organize and bargain in a collective manner 
with their employer, the board of education. As a 
matter of fact, teachers have been engaging In this 
type of activity through their appointed pro­
fessional committees for many years. In such sit­
uations, it is well settled that the board may 
listen or not as it wishes, accept or reject the 
proposals which teachers present, and take any 
action which it considers necessary and proper to 
the general welfare of the schools. In 
negotiations involving a board of education, 
including those pertaining to teachers' salaries 
and conditions of work, the board, however, will 
not be permitted to "tie its own hands", since to 
do so would rob it of its legal prerogative to 
have the last word concerning all matters per­
taining to the schools. A board of education 
must remain forever free to decide unilaterally 
what is good and best for the children and for 
the school system in general. 
Garber and Edwards (23, p. 6) presented the following 
views on the right of teachers to strike and to engage in 
collective negotiations : 
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The law governing the right of teachers to strike 
has not been precisely established, but such 
authority as there is indicates that teachers, 
- like other government employees do not have this 
right. It has been held, however, that teachers 
may engage in collective bargaining provided they 
do not do so under a threat to strike. It has 
also been held that a board of education has no 
authority to enact a rule which discriminates 
against teachers who fail to maintain membership 
in a teachers' union. 
Bolmeier (8) cites the 1951 Norwalk Case (51) and the 
Condon-Wadlin Acts (48) in his discussion on the illegality 
of teachers' strikes: 
A Connecticut court answered the question in a 
decision on the prominant Norwalk case; teachers 
do not have the right to collectively strike. 
In the declaratory judgment, the court said: It 
should be the aim of every employee of the govern­
ment to do his or her part to make it function as 
efficiently and economically as possible. The 
drastic remedy of the organized strike to enforce 
the demands of unions of governmental employees is 
a direct contravention of this principle. 
The Condon-Wadlin Act, enacted in 1^ 47, was de­
signed to prohibit public appointees or employees 
of the government in the state of New York, from 
striking; in the sense that a strike meant the 
failure to report for duty, the wilful absence from 
one's position, the stoppage of work, or the ab­
stinence in whole or in part from the full, faith­
ful, and proper performance of the duties of em­
ployment, for the purpose of inducing, influencing, 
or coercing a change in the conditions or compen­
sation, or the rights, privileges, or obligations 
of employment. 
Taylor (71, pp. 21-22) stated in I966 that: 
In the United States the right of public employees 
to strike has never been authorized legislatively 
in any political jurisdiction. In many Jurisdictions, 
including the federal government, the strike of 
public employees has been specifically declared to be 
illegal. Wherever strikes of public employees have 
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occurred, they have been held by the courts to 
be enjolnable under the common law... The public 
has come to realize that a ban on strikes by 
public employees Is not viable in the absence of 
alternate and effective procedures, other than 
the strike, to assure equitable treatment of 
employees... There is, unfortunate evidence that 
some governmental administrators tend, consciously 
or not, to rely upon the ban on strikes as a 
license for the arbitrary exercise of prerogatives 
and as immiunity against their failures to negotiate 
in good faith with employees. 
The MSA (2, pp. 47-48) suggests that: Teacher strikes, 
or the withdrawal of service, whether or not taking place in 
conjunction with sanctions are generally considered illegal. 
There are statutes in 15 states prohibiting various types 
of public employees, often Including teachers, from striking. 
There are no statutes which provide that teachers may strike. 
In the absence of statutory provision, the judicial view has 
traditionally been that public employees do not have the 
right to strike. 
Aside from the legal Implications of teacher strikes, 
there are moral and ethical considerations. Children should 
not be deprived of their education, nor should communities 
be deprived of their schools. Moreover, the strike, involving 
refusal of services to the district and the children, is 
usually a violation of the teacher's contract and a detraction 
from the ethical image of one charged with instilling in 
students the concept of responsibility in meeting and ful­
filling obligations. 
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Rhodes and Long (6l, pp. 74-75) discuss several types 
of questionable actions taken by some school employee groups 
in their efforts to negotiate or to obtain concessions from 
boards of education which the courts have frowned upon. For 
example : 
On January 5-6, 1967, over one-half of the 834 
Camden, New Jersey teachers called in "sick". 
Five schools were forced to close as a result 
of the mass absenteeism. 
The Camden Education Association and Camden 
Federation of Teachers denied having instigated 
the "stay out", but both organizations said they 
supported the reasons behind it. Neither organ­
ization had been recognized as exclusive repre­
sentative of the teaching staff. 
On the second day of the "stay out" the Camden 
Board of Education applied for a restraining 
order on the grounds that an illegal strike 
had been called by the two teacher organizations. 
New Jersey Superior Court Judge John B. Wick 
issued a temporary restraining order, directing 
the organizations to refrain from "lending 
support or assistance to or aiding or abetting 
any strike, sitdown, slowdown, work stoppage, 
or any other impediment to work". After a 
hearing, a permanent injunction was decreed. 
In a recent Massachusetts case, a court issued a 
temporary restraining order prohibiting 150 non-
certified employees of the New Bedford School 
Department from mass absenteeism based upon 
alleged sickness. The order directed l4 officers 
and members of Local 64l of the American 
Federation of State, County, and Municipal 
Employees to cease urging School Department custo­
dians, nurses, and cafeteria workers from reporting 
in sick and remaining away from their assigned 
duties with the School Department. 
Seitz (65) concludes that if boards of education will 
engage in good faith collective bargaining and work out 
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satisfactory procedures, there Is every reason to believe 
that there will be created a situation which will ultimately 
result in a climate that will produce better education for 
children. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The problem of this study was to delineate the status of 
the collective negotiation phenomenon as it was perceived by-
Iowa teachers and superintendents. The mailed questionnaire 
method of descriptive research was chosen to compare these 
perceptions and attitudes. 
Development of Measuring Instrument 
The first step in developing the survey instrument was 
the listing of pertinent questions on this topic, then the 
translating of them into hypotheses. The next step was to 
search the literature to seek additional ideas and clues to 
the collective negotiation phenomenon. Subsequently, the 
original hypotheses were revised. 
The questionnaire was developed and submitted to a panel 
of five practicing public school teachers and administrators, 
whose backgrounds were similar to those who were included in 
the study, to check against ambiguous or apparently pointless 
items. A revised questionnaire was then field tested. The 
instrument was sent to ten out-of-state educators and ten 
local educators to test the design of the study. 
Selection of the Sample 
This study includes only school districts in the state of 
Iowa which maintained a public high school and were certified 
by the Iowa State Department of Public Instruction in 1968, 
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The stratified cluster technique of sampling was used since 
it was believed necessary to select a method of sampling which 
would include representation of the various size school dis­
tricts . 
In respect to the stratified cluster method of sampling, 
the study endeavors to replicate the Netusil (50, pp. 66-70) 
study which used the cumulative |^f(y) to form strata. The 
estimated 1968-I969 enrollment figures used were obtained 
from the Iowa State Department of Public Instruction (35). To 
determine how many school districts to place in each strata, 
a frequency distribution of total enrollment was developed. 
As shown in Table 1, intervals of one hundred were used with 
a total >lf (y~) of 120.694. This was divided by the number 
of strata (10); thus each stratum contained: 
Total c^  Jf(y) ts 120^ 694 a 12.069 
Stratum 1 was determined by counting down the cumulative Jf(y) 
to the point nearest 12.069 which was 12.000; hence it in­
cluded twelve school districts. The lower limit to stratum 2 
was determined by multiplying I2.069 by 2, which was between 
the cumulative \|f(y) of 23.828 and 24.828; thus fifteen 
schools fall in this stratum. The third multiple of 12.069 
was closest to 35.977. Therefore, it formed the lower limit 
of the third stratum which included twenty-three schools. The 
same procedure was used in determining the remaining seven 
strata.-
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Table 1. Frequency distribution by enrollments of Iowa school 
districts 
Inter­
val f(y) ^f(y) cum^ f(y) 
Inter­
val f(y) f(y) cujuj f(y) 
47,000 1 1.000 
25,100 1 1.000 
23,300 1 1.000 
20,100 1 1.000 
19,000 1 1.000 
15,900 1 1.000 
10,000 1 1.000 
8,600 1 1.000 
8,400 1 1.000 
8,200 1 1.000 
8,100 1 1.000 
7,900 1 1.000 
7,300 1 1.000 
6,800 1 1.000 
6,300 2 l.4l4 
6,100 2 1.414 
6,000 1 1.000 
5,300 1 1.000 
4,000 1 1.000 
3,800 1 1.000 
3,300 1 1.000 
3,200 4 2.000 
3,100 1 1.000 
3,000 1 1.000 
2,900 3 1.732 
2,800 0 0.000 
1.000 
2.000 
3.000 
4.000 
5.000 
6.000 
7.000 
8.000 
9.000 
10.000 
11.000 
12,099 (1) 
13.000 
14.000 
15.414 
16.828 
17.688 
18.828 
19.828 
20.828 
21.828 
S3,§98 (R) 
24.828 
25.828 
27.560 
27.560 
2,700 
2,600 
2,500 
2,400 
2,300 
2,200 
2,100 
2,000 
1,900 
1,800 
1,700 
1,600 
1,500 
1,400 
1,300 
1,200 
1,100 
1,000 
900 
800 
700 
600 
500 
400 
300 
200 
8 
6 
5 
2 
i 
4 
5 
10 
15 
21 
24 
22 
1 
5 
50 
I 
2.236 
1.732 
2.000 
2.449 
1.732 
2.000 
2.828 
2.449 
2.236 
1.414 
2.236 
2.449 
2.000 
2.236 
3.162 
.873 
.582 
4.899 
4.690 
m 
7.071 
7.071 
6.855 
5-831 
2.828 
I 
29.796 
31.528 
33.528 
39.709 km 
47.222 
48.636 
50.872 
53.321 
55.321 
57.557 
60.719 
64.^ 9% 
69.174 
m 
m 
m 
i§i 
105.180 
111 035 
117.866 
120.694 (10) 
As in the Netusil (50, p. 69) study, the decision was made 
to limit the number of school districts in the sample to 115 
or slightly more than one fourth of the 455 school districts 
under consideration. The Neytnan allocation formula was then 
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used to determine the number of schools to select for each 
stratum: 
% = (") (%%) 
Where: 
nh = Number of units in the sample of stratum h 
n = Total number of units in the sample 
% = Total number of units in stratum h 
= True variance of stratum h 
Upon application of formula it was discovered that the 
% for Strata 1 and 2 were larger than the corresponding 
This problem arises only when the overall sampling fraction 
is substantial and one stratum or more are more variable than 
the others, Cochran (l4, p. 63) recommends that in such a 
case all the members of such strata be sampled and the 
formula then applied to the remaining strata. In this 
incident n = 115 - (12 + 15), or 88. 
The number of school districts included in each of the 
ten stratum as determined by the Neyman allocation are 
listed in Table 2, 
Each of the districts which comprise the population under 
consideration was assigned a rank order number for its 
stratum on the basis of total estimated enrollment for the 
1968-1969 school year, A table of random numbers was used in 
selecting the required number of districts for each stratum. 
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Table 2. Sample of Iowa school districts 
Student Stratum Iowa Number in 
enrollment number total sample (nh) 
7,900 or over 1 12 12 
3,200 - 7,300 2 15 15 
2,400 - 3,100 3 23 16 
1,800 - 2,300 4 . 28 14 
1,300 - 1,700 5 30 22 
1,100 - 1,200 6 36 3 
800 - 1,000 7 77 17 
700 8 45 0 
500 - 600 9 100 6 
200 - 400 10 89 10 
Total 10 455 115 
The survey instrument was then sent to the 115 superin­
tendents and 115 teachers representing these selected school 
districts. Each of the superintendents received a question­
naire. The 115 teachers surveyed were selected using a table 
of random numbers chosen from a list of professional personnel 
found in the 1967-1968 Iowa Educational Directory 
(36, pp. 14-320). 
Treatment of the Data 
The chi-square statistical technique was used to deter­
mine whether the sample frequencies in each classification as 
used in this study were significantly different from those 
which would result if only chance factors were operating. 
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Chi-squares (8o, p. 147) were computed from the formula: 
(Actual Frequency - Expected Frequency)^  
Expected Frequency 
The five per cent level of significance was employed. 
The data from the survey instrument for each of the 115 
schools in the sample for the I968-1969 school year were 
coded and entered into data processing cards. 
The personal data were recorded on columns 11 to 20 on 
the code sheets and transferred to data processing cards: 
(11-12) Enrollment stratum 
(13) Sex 
(14) Age 
(15) Educational attainment 
(16) Total number of years experience 
(17) Grade level 
(18) Official position 
(19) Membership in educational organizations 
(20) Job satisfaction 
The data from the survey instrument were recorded in 
columns 21 to 79 on the code sheets and transferred to data 
processing cards: 
(21) Do teachers have the right to negotiate 
collectively with local school boards? 
(22) Do channels exist between teachers and school 
boards? 
(23) Should channels exist between teachers and 
school boards? 
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What are the most effective methods for teachers 
to communicate with school boards? 
Does collective negotiations cause school boards 
to surrender their discretionary powers? 
Should the majority organization have the ex­
clusive negotiation rights? 
What are the most Important items to be nego­
tiated? 
What are the least important items to be 
negotiated? 
Should teachers have the right to strike if 
insoluble impasse occurs? 
What are some alternatives for averting a strike? 
Should administrative personnel be included in 
unit determination? 
What should be the role of the superintendent in 
the negotiation session? 
What should be the role of the supervisory 
personnel in the negotiation process? 
What should be the role of the technical 
instructional personnel in the negotiation proc­
ess? 
What should be the scope of a negotiation law? 
Should state statutes prescribing the negotiation 
procedure be enacted? 
Should the statute cover teachers separately from 
other public employees? 
Who should have the final authority to settle 
disputes? 
Are there major ideological differences 
between the AFT and the NEA? 
Comments on ideological differences. 
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(45) Are there major programmatic differences 
between the APT and the NEA? 
(46-47) Comments on programmatic differences. 
(48) Are there major membership differences between 
the APT and the NEA? 
(49-50) Comments on membership differences, 
(51) Would a merge of the APT and the NEA be 
beneficial to the teaching profession? 
(52) What will be the status of the APT or NEA in 
the next few years? 
(53) What factors most ignited militancy in the 
profession? 
A chi-square was then run by computer programming for 
each response. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
Responses of 115 Iowa public school teachers and 115 
Iowa public school superintendents were used in amassing the 
data for this study. This represents 100 per cent return of 
the survey instrument by the respondents in each enrollment 
stratum. This was accomplished by an initial and two follow-
up mailings (see Appendix B) covering a 28 day period. How­
ever, nine of the original teacher questionnaires were 
discarded and nine new respondents were selected randomly to 
participate in the study. The decision to discard the nine 
original questionnaires was based on the following reasons : 
one teacher died, two became elementary school principals, 
one respondent was serving in the dual capacity of teacher 
and assistant superintendent of schools, two questionnaires 
were returned indicating that the teachers were no longer 
employed by their respective school districts, and two female 
teachers indicated that they did not wish to participate in 
the study. The data were statistically treated using frequency 
counts, percentages, and chi-squares on the responses to 
questions posed in the survey. Notations were made each time 
ten or more respondents omitted an item. 
Characteristics of Respondents 
Categorical information concerning the respondents in 
terms of sex, age, and educational attainment is shown in 
Table 3, The superintendents were all male. There were 55 
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male and 60 female teacher respondents. The superintendents 
as a group were older, none were under 31 while 25.4 per cent 
of the teachers were in this age bracket. Thirty-nine and 
one tenth per cent of the superintendents were 51 or older 
while 27.2 per cent of the teachers were in this category. 
The table also shows that the superintendents as a group had 
reached higher educational attainments. All but one superin­
tendent had a master's degree or greater while 20.9 per cent 
of the teachers were in this category. Sixteen and five 
tenths per cent of the superintendents had specialist degrees 
and l4,8 per cent had doctorates. No teachers were repre­
sented in these categories. 
Table 3» Sex, age, and educational attainment of the 230 
Iowa teachers and superintendents surveyed 
Teachers Superintendents 
H fo N  ^
Sex Male 55 47.8 115 100.0 
Female 60 52.2 0 0.0 
Age 21-30 29 25.4 0 0.0 
31 - 40 32 28.1 21 18.3 
41 - 50 22 19.3 49 42.6 
51 - 60 23 20.2 30 26.1 
61 and over 8 7.0 15 13.0 
Educational Less than Bachelors 6 5.2 0 0.0 
Attainment Bachelors 85 73.9 1 0.9 
Masters 24 20.9 78 67.8 
Specialists 0 0.0 19 16.5 
Doctorate 0 0.0 17 14.8 
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Table 4 contains the grade levels of the 115 Iowa public 
school teachers surveyed. The elementary teachers, kinder­
garten through grade six, comprised 36.5 per cent of the 
total. The secondary teachers, grades 7 through 12, com­
prised the remaining 63.5 per cent. 
Table 4. Grade level of the 115 Iowa teachers surveyed 
Elementary (K-6) 
Secondary (7-12; 
Total 
Number Per Cent 
42 36.5 
73 63.5 
115 100.0 
Membership or non-membership in an educational organi­
zation of the respondents is found in Table 5* As a group 
the respondents surveyed were overwhelmingly NEA and/or 
affiliate members. All superintendents belonged to the NEA 
or its affiliates, while 93.9 per cent of the teachers be­
longed. Two teacher respondents belonged to a teacher's 
union organization. No respondent belonged to both a union 
and an association. Five or 4.4 per cent of the teachers 
belonged to no educational organization. 
The respondents were asked if they would choose the same 
occupation if given the opportunity to start their career 
over again. Their responses with regard to job satisfaction 
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Table 5. Membership or non-membership in educational 
organizations of the 230 Iowa teachers and 
superintendents surveyed 
Association (NEA. or Affiliate) 
Union (AFT or Other) 
Both Union and Association 
None 
Total 
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N  ^
106 93.9 115 100.0 
2 1.8 0 0.0 
0 0,0 0 0.0 
5 4.4 0 0.0 
113 100.1 115 100.0 
are shown in Table 6. As a group the respondents would choose 
the teaching profession if given the opportunity to start 
their careers over, thus indicating job satisfaction. Only 
11 per cent of the superintendents were dissatisfied and 9,9 
per cent of the teachers surveyed were in this category. 
Table 6. Job satisfaction of the 230 Iowa teachers and 
superintendents surveyed 
Teachers Superintendents 
N ^ N ^ 
Satisfied 100 90.1 97 89.0 
Not satisfied 11 9.9 12 11.0 
Total®- 111 . 100.0 109 100.0 
T^en respondents omitted this item 
« 
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School Boards and Negotiations 
Items one through six in the questionnaire surveyed the 
respondents to gain their perceptions of the impact of 
negotiations as it relates to hoards of education. The 
findings of each hypothesis and related information are 
reported separately. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no difference in the perceptions of teachers 
and superintendents concerning the right of teachers 
to negotiate collectively with the local school board. 
There was agreement between teachers and superintendents 
proclaiming the right of teachers to negotiate collectively 
with the local school board. As shown in Table approxi­
mately 97 per cent of the teacher and superintendents agreed. 
No chi-square values could be reported since the expected 
frequency in two cells was less than 5 (80, p. 154). 
Table 7. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question; Do teachers or teacher representatives 
have the right to negotiate collectively with the 
local school board? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N  ^
Yes 112 97.4 110 96.5 
No 3 2.6 4 3.5 
Total 115 100.0 ll4 100.0 
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Further consideration of the data revealed that when 
comparing responses by grade level of the teachers (Table 8) 
and responses by enrollment strata (Table 9) there were no 
significant percentage differences to report. 
Table 8. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question; Do teachers or teacher representatives 
have the right to negotiate collectively with the 
local school board? 
Elementary Secondary 
N  ^ N  ^
41 97.6 71 97.3 
1 2.4 2 2.7 
42 100.0 73 100.0 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and superintendents as to the current availabil­
ity of channels for negotiations. 
There was disagreement between teachers and superintend­
ents as to the present existence of channels for negotiations. 
Table 10 revealed that 78.6 per cent of the teachers and 96.5 
per cent of the superintendents answered the question in the 
affirmative. No chi-square value was reported since the 
expected frequency in one cell was less than 5. 
Yes 
No 
Total 
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Table 9» Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the ques 
negotiate collectively with the local school board? 
ENROm 
1 2 3 
N w i 
Yes 24 100.0 28 93.3 32 100.C 
No 0 0.0 2 6.7 0 O.C 
Total 24 100.0 30 100.0 32 100.C 
3 
dents by enrollment strata to the question; Do teachers or teacher representat 
vely with the local school board? 
ENROLLMENT STRA.TA 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
N % N % N ^ N # N ^ N i N  ^
24 100. 0 28 93.3 32 100.0 26 96.3 4l 93.2 6 100.0 34 100.0 
0 0. 0 2 6.7 0 0.0 1 3.7 3 6.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 
24 100. 0 30 100.0 32 100.0 27 100.0 44 100.0 6 100.0 34 100.0 
Do teachers or teacher representatives have the right to 
STRATA 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 fo N  ^ N i If  ^ N io N io N io 
: 96.3 4l 93.2 6 100.0 34 100.0 0 0.0 11 91.7 20 100.0 
3.7 3 6.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 8.3 0 0.0 
' 100.0 44 100.0 6 100.0 34 100.0 0 0.0 12 100.0 20 100.0 
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Table 10. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Do channels presently exist for direct 
discussion to take place between teachers and your 
board of education? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N  ^
Yes 88 78.6 110 96.5 
No 24 21.4 4 3.5 
Total 112 100.0 114 100.0 
Further consideration of the data revealed that there 
were no significant differences of responses by grade level 
of teachers (Table 11) or by enrollment strata (Table 12), 
Table 11. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the question: 
Do channels presently exist for direct discussion 
to take place between teachers and your board of 
education? 
Elementary Secondary 
N  ^ N  ^
Yes 37 88.1 51 72.9 
No 5 11.9 19 27.1 
Total 42 100.0 70 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 1) = 3.620 
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Table 12, Reaction of respondents "by enrollment strata to the questi 
place between teachers and your board of education? 
EKROLIMEN 
1 2 3 
N % N ^ N 
Yes 
No 
21 
2 
91.3 
8.7 
26 89.7 
3 10.3 
27 84.4 2 
5 15.6 
Total 23 100.0 29 100.0 32 100.0 2 
;o the question; Do channels presently exist for direct discussion to take 
-tion? 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
N 0 N  ^ N  ^ N  ^ N  ^ N  ^
27 84.4 24 85.7 37 88.1 6 100.0 30 88.2 0 0.0 10 83.3 17 85.0 
5 15.6 4 14.3 5 11.9 0 0.0 4 11.8 0 0.0 2 16.7 3 15.0 
32 100.0 28 100.0 42 100.0 6 100.0 34 100.0 0 0.0 12 100.0 20 100.0 
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The difference in the elementary teachers' and the 
secondary teachers' affirmative responses was 15.2 per cent. 
The affirmative responses by strata ranged from 83.3 per 
cent in stratum 9 to 100.0 per cent in stratum 6. 
Hypothesis 3 
There is no difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and superintendents concerning the right of 
channels to exist through which teachers may 
communicate directly with their board of education. 
There was disagreement between teachers and superintend­
ents proclaiming the right of channels to exist through which 
teachers may communicate directly, with the school board. As 
shown in Table 13, 85 per cent of the superintendents agreed 
that direct teacher communication with the board should exist. 
Nearly $6 per cent of the teachers felt direct teacher-board 
communications should exist. The calculated chi-square value 
was 7.366 and the table value at the 5 per cent level was 
3.841, thus, the chi-square value was significant. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Further consideration of the data revealed that when 
comparing the responses by grade level of teachers (Table l4) 
and responses by enrollment strata (Table 15) there were no 
significant percentage differences to report. Both the 
elementary and secondary teachers surveyed strongly supported 
the aforementioned premise. Their support was 97.6 per cent 
and 94.4 per cent respectively. The range of positive 
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responses by strata was 83.3 per cent in stratum 6 to 97.1 
per cent in stratiun 7. 
Table 13. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Should channels exist through which 
teachers may communicate directly with their 
board of education? 
Teachers 
N  ^
Superintendents 
N  ^
Yes 109 95.6 96 85.0 
No 5 4.4 17 15.0 
Total 114 100.0 113 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 1 •) = 7.366 
Table l4. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the question: 
Should channels exist through which teachers may 
communicate directly with their board of education? 
Elementary Secondary 
N  ^ N  ^
Yes 41 97.6 68 94.4 
No 1 2.4 4 5.6 
Total 42 100.0 72 100.0 
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Table 15. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: Shoi 
directly with their board of education? 
ElffiOLLMENT STRATA 
1 2 3 4 
N i N  ^ N 9^ N  ^
Yes 
No 
21 91.3 
2 8.7 
29 96.7 
1 3.3 
28 87.5 
4 12.5 
25 92.6 
2 7.4 
Total 23 100.0 30 100.0 32 100.0 27 100.0 
i to the question: Should channels exist through which teachers may communicate 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
N  ^ n % N  ^ N  ^ N  ^ N  ^ N  ^
,7 28 87.5 25 92.6 36 83.7 5 83.3 33 97.1 0 0.0 11 91.7 17 85.0 
,3 4 12.5 2 7.4 7 16.3 1 16.7 1 2.9 0 0.0 1 8.3 3 15.0 
,0 32 100.0 27 100.0 43 100.0 6 100.0 34 100.0 0 0.0 12 100.0 20 100.0 
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Hypothesis 4 
There is no difference in the optimal composition of 
teacher organizations when they commiinicate with boards 
of education as perceived by teachers and superintendents. 
There was little agreement between superintendents and 
teachers in the type of committee organizations the teachers 
should use to represent them when communicating with the 
school board. As shown in Table l6, a majority of both 
teachers (54.8 per cent) and superintendents (55.8 per cent) 
preferred a committee composed of representatives of all 
teacher organizations that meets with the superintendent and 
board of education. To a varying degree the second choice 
of both teachers and superintendents was a committee composed 
of teachers at large that meets with the superintendent and 
the board of education. The most dramatic difference occurred 
with responses that suggested that the teachers meet with the 
board of education without the presence of the superintendent. 
Note choices 3j 6, and 9: in each instance no superintendent 
preferred this response while 9*5 per cent of the teachers 
responding preferred this means of communicating with the 
school board. 
Further consideration of the data revealed that there 
were no significant differences in responses by grade level of 
teachers (Table 17) or by enrollment strata (Table l8), A 
majority of secondary teachers and a plurality of elementary 
teachers preferred representatives of all teacher organi­
zations meet with the superintendent and board. 
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Table l6. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: When teacher organizations communi­
cate with boards of education for reasons of 
negotiation, which of the following would you 
choose as being the most effective? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N % N % 
1. Representatives of all 
teacher organizations meet 
54.8 63 55.8 with supt. and board 63 
2. Representatives of all 
teacher organizations meet 
with supt. and he repre­
7.8 sents them to board 9 4 3.5 
3. Representatives of all 
teacher organizations meet 
with board without supt. 7 6.1 0 0.0 
4. Committee from each teach­
er organization meets with 
supt. and board 5 4.3 3 2.7 
5. Committee from each teach­
er organization meets with 
supt. and he represents 
them to board 2 1.7 0 0.0 
6. Committee from each teach­
er organization meets with 
board without supt. 2 1.7 0 0.0 
7. Committee of teachers at 
large meets with supt. 
14.8 26.5 
8. 
and board 17 30 
Committee of teachers at 
large meets with supt. and 
1.8 he represents them to board 5 4.3 2 
9. Committee of teachers at 
large meets with board 
without supt. 2 1.7 0 0.0 
.0. Other 3 2.6 11 9.7 
Total 115 99.8 113 100.0 
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Table 17. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the question: 
When teacher organizations communicate with boards 
of education for reasons of negotiating, which of 
the following would you choose as being the most 
effective? 
Elementary Secondary 
N  ^ N  ^
1. Representatives of all 
teacher organizations meet 
47.6 43 58.9 with supt. and board 20 
2. Representatives of all 
teacher organizations meet 
with supt. and he repre­
8.2 sents them to board 3 7.1 6 
3. Representatives of all 
teacher organizations meet 
4 with board without supt. 3 7.1 5.5 
4. Committee from each teacher 
organization meets with 
6 „'d supt. and board 0 0.0 5 
5. Committee from each teacher 
organization meets with 
supt. and he represents 
2.4 them to board 1 1 1.4 
6. Committee from each teacher 
organization meets with 
2.4 board without supt. 1 1 1.4 
7. Committee of teachers at 
large meets with supt. and 
23.8 
8. 
board 10 7 9,0 
Committee of teachers at 
large meets with supt. and 
4.8 he represents them to board 2 3 4v;i 
9. Committee of teachers at 
large meets with board 
without supt. 1 2.4 1 1,4 
10. Other 1 2.4 2 2.7 
Total 42 100.0 73 100.0 
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Table l8. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: When tea 
education for reasons of negotiating, which of the following would you 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
1 2 3 4 5 
N % N % N % N fo N 
1. Representatives of all teacher 
organizations meet with supt. 
65.2 18 60.0 59.4 14 and board 15 19 50.0 23 
2. Representatives of all teacher 
organizations meet with supt. and 
4.3 6.7 9.4 he represents them to board 1 2 3 1 3.6 1 
3. Representatives of all teacher 
organizations meet with board with­
out presence of the supt. 0 0.0 1 3.3 1 3.1 1 3.6 0 
4. Committee from each teacher organ­
4.3 ization meets with supt. and board 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.6 4 
5. Committees from each teacher organ­
ization meets with supt. and he 
represents them to board 1 4.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
6. Committee from each teacher organ­
ization meets with board without 
presence of supt. 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
7. Committee of teachers at large 
18.8 meets with supt, and board 2 8.7 7 23.3 6 8 28.6 9 
8. Committee of teachers at large 
meets with supt, and he repre­
sents them to board 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 7.1 1 
9. Committee of teachers at large 
meets with board without supt. 0 0.0 0 0 .0  1 3.1 0 0.0 0 
,0. Other 3 13.0 2 6.7 2 6.3 1 3.6 5 
'otal 23 99.8 30 100.0 32 100.1 28 100.1 43 
,ta to the question: When teacher organizations communicate with boards of 
h of the following would you choose as being the most effective? 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
% N 
3 
i N 
4 
fo N 
5 
% N 
6 
% N 
7 
% N 
CO 
N 
9 
% N 
10 
% 
>0.0 19 59.4 14 50.0 23 53.5 2 33.3 19 55.9 0 0.0 4 33.3 12 60.0 
6.7 3 9.4 1 3.6 1 2.3 1 16.7 1 2.9 0 0.0 2 16.7 1 5.0 
3.3 1 3.1 1 3.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 8.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.0 
0.0 0 0.0 1 3.6 4 9.3 0 0.0 2 5.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 16.7 1 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
>3.3 6 18.8 8 28.6 9 20.9 1 16.7 6 17.6 0 0.0 4 33.3 4 20.0 
0.0 0 0.0 2 7.1 1 2.3 0 0.0 1 2.9 0 0.0 1 8.3 2 10.0 
0.0 1 3.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 8.3 0 0.0 
6.7 2 6.3 1 3.6 5 11.6 1 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
30.0 32 100.1 28 100.1 43 99.9 6 100.1 34 99.8 0 0.0 12 99.9 20 100.0 
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Hypothesis 5 
There is no difference in the attitude between teachers 
and superintendents as to the status of the school 
board's discretionary power. 
There was disagreement between teachers and superintend­
ents with regard to the local board of education's potential 
surrender of discretionary power when involving itself in 
collective negotiation. As shown in Table 19j 28,1 per cent 
of the superintendents felt that collective negotiations 
involved the surrender of the board's discretionary powers. 
However^  only 8,0 per cent of the teachers felt collective 
negotiations Involved the board's surrender of discretionary 
powers. The calculated chl-square (df = 1) value was greater 
than the table value at the 5 per cent level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Table 19. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Does collective negotiations Involve a 
surrender of discretionary powers of the local 
board of education? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N 
Yes 9 8.0 32 28.1 
No 104 92.0 82 71.9 
Total 113 100.0 114 100.0 
Chl-square (df = 1) = 15.500 
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Tables 20 and 21 revealed no significant differences 
between elementary and secondary teachers or between the 
various enrollment strata. More than $0 per cent of the 
teachers in each grade level category answered the question 
in the negative. The range of .the "no" response for the strata 
was 75.0 per cent in stratum 9 to 90.6 per cent in stratum 3, 
Table 20, Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question; Does collective negotiations involve 
a surrender of discretionary powers of the local 
board of education? 
Elementary Secondary 
N  ^ N # 
4 9.8 5 6.9 
37 90.2 67 93.1 
4l 100.0 72 100.0 
Yes 
No 
Total 
Hypothesis 6 
There is no difference between teachers' and 
superintendents' attitudes toward the right of 
organization(s) to negotiate exclusively. 
Teachers and superintendents disagreed on the right of 
the majority organization to negotiate exclusively with the 
school board. As shown in Table 22, more than two-thirds 
of the teachers did not believe there should be exclusive 
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Table 21. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: 
discretionary powers of the local board of education? 
ENROLLMENT £ 
1 2 3 i 
N % N fo N ^ N 
Yes k 17 A 5 16.7 3 9.4 6 
No 19 82.6 25 83.3 29 90.6 21 
Total 23 100.0 30 100.0 32 100.0 27 ] 
le question: Does collective negotiations involve a surrender of 
.on? 
SNROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 
 ^ N  ^ N  ^
9.4 6 22.2 10 23.3 
90.6 21 77.8 33 76.7 
100,0 27 100.0 43 100.0 
6 7 
N  ^ N  ^
1 16.7 6 17.6 0 
5 83.3 28 82.4 0 
6 100.0 34 100.0 0 
9 10 
N 9^  N  ^
0.0 3 25.0 3 15.0 
0.0 9 75.0 17 85.0 
0.0 12 100.0 20 100.0 
8 
N  ^
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negotiating rights for the majority organization while a 
majority of superintendents took the opposite point of view. 
The calculated chi-square value of 9*55^  was greater than the 
table value at the five per cent level of significance. 
Subsequently, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Table 22. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Should the majority organizations (AFT, 
NEA, etc.) have the right to negotiate exclusively 
with the school board? 
Yes 
No 
Total 
Chi-square (df = 1) = 9*55^  
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N  ^
37 32.7 60 53.1 
76 67.3 53 46.9 
113 100.0 113 100.0 
Table 23 reports no significant difference between 
elementary and secondary teachers on the proposition of 
exclusive rights for the majority organization to negotiate 
collectively with the school board. Sixty-three and four 
tenths per cent of the elementary and 69.4 per cent of the 
secondary teachers rejected the proposition. 
Further observation of the data revealed no significant 
difference between the enrollment strata as shown in Table 24. 
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With the exception of stratum 2^  respondents in all other 
strata felt that the majority organization should not have 
the right to negotiate exclusively with the board of 
education. Respondents in stratum 10 most vigorously opposed 
the exclusive right proposition. 
Table 23. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the question.: 
Should the majority organizations (AFT, NEA., etc.) 
have the right to negotiate exclusively with the 
school board? 
Elementary Secondary 
N  ^ N  ^
Yes 
No 
Total 
Chi-square (df = 1) = 0,431 
15 3b.5 22 30.5 
26 63.4 50 69.4 
4l 100.0 72 100.0 
Basic Procedures and Negotiations 
Items seven through eleven in the questionnaire surveyed 
the respondents' perceptual agreement on basic procedures 
involved in collective negotiations. The findings in this 
section are reported by hypotheses and related data. 
Hypothesis 7 
There is no difference in the attitude of the teachers 
and superintendents on the issue of what should be 
negotiated. 
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Table 24. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: SI 
right to negotiate exclusively with the school board? 
ENROLLMENT 02
 
1
 
1 2 3 4 
N fo N % N % N % 
Yes 11 47.8 l6 55.2 l4 45.2 13 46.' 
No 12 52.2 13 44.8 17 54.8 15 53.< 
Total 23 100.0 29 100.0 31 100.0 28 
o
 
o
 
H
 
e question: Should the majority organizations (AFT, NEA, etc.) have the 
rd? 
NROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
 ^
45.2 13 46.4 20 45.5 2 33.3 14 42.4 0 0.0 4 33.3 3 15.0 
54.8 15 53.6 24 54.5 4 66.7 19 57.6 0 0.0 8 66.7 17 85.0 
100.0 28 100.0 44 100.0 6 100.0 33 100.0 0 0.0 12 100.0 20 100.0 
59 
There was agreement between the teachers and the super­
intendents when choosing the item they perceived to be most 
important for teacher groups to negotiate. The chi-square 
test was not satisfactory in this instance. Certain cells in 
the multiple-cell table contained too small a number of cases. 
There were no significant differences in the responses of 
teachers and superintendents. As shown in Table 25^  a 
majority of both teachers and superintendents reported that 
salaries and wages was the most important item to be 
negotiated. The teachers ranked curriculum (10.4 per cent) 
and recognition of the negotiation team (9.4 per cent) second 
the third respectively. The superintendents ranked recognition 
of the negotiation team (4.4 per cent) and personnel policy 
(4.4 per cent) second. Thirty-three of the respondents 
omitted or incorrectly marked this item. 
Further examination of the data collected revealed that 
the teachers and superintendents agreed on the items that 
they perceived to be least important for teacher groups to 
negotiate. As shown in Table 26, the teachers ranked 
the following three items as the least Important items for 
teachers to negotiate: recruitment of teachers (l6.8 per 
cent), transfers (13.9 per cent), and the school calendar 
(9.9 per cent). The superintendents ranked recruitment of 
teachers (23.6 per cent), the school calendar (12.4 per cent), 
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Table 25. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Which one of the following items do 
you perceive to be most important for teacher 
groups to negotiate? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N 9^  N  ^
1. Class size 1 O.q 1 1,1 
2. Curriculum 11 10.4 1 1.1 
3. Elimination of no-strike 
pledge 1 0.9 0 0.0 
4. Elimination of non-teacher 
duties 2 1.9 0 0.0 
5. Expiration date of 
negotiation agreement 0 0.0 0 0
 
0
 
6. Faculty conferences on 
school time 0 0.0 0 0.0 
7. Fringe benefits 6 5.7 1 1.1 
8. Grievance procedures 5 4.7 2 2.2 
9. In-service education 2 1.9 0 0.0 
10. Leave (sick, professional. 
sabbatical, etc.) 1 0.9 0 0.0 
11. Lunch and rest periods 0 0.0 0 0.0 
12. Personnel policy 4 3.8 4 4.4 
13. Preparation periods 3 2.8 0 0.0 
14. Promotion 0 0,0 0 0.0 
15. Provisions for physical 
facilities 1 0.9 0 0.0 
l6. Recognition of the 
4.4 negotiation team 10 9.4 4 
17. Recruitment of teachers 0 0.0 0 0.0 
i8. Salaries and wages 56 52.8 78 85.7 
19. School aides 0 0.0 0 0.0 
20. School calendar 0 0.0 0 0.0 
21. Supplies and equipment 1 0.9 0 0.0 
22. Teaching assignments 2 1.9 0 0.0 
23. Transfers 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Totals- 106 99.8 91 100.0 
T^hirty-three respondents omitted or incorrectly marked 
this item 
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and curriculum (10,1 per cent) as the least Important 
negotiable items. There appears to be a slight difference 
in the importance of the curriculum item between the teach­
ers and superintendents. No respondents selected either 
elimination of non-teacher duties or salaries and wages as 
least negotiable items. The reader should note that forty-
respondents omitted or incorrectly marked this question. 
Hypothesis 8 
There is no difference between teachers and superin­
tendents as to the perceived right for public school 
teachers to strike. 
The null hypothesis was rejected. Teachers and super­
intendents disagreed on the question on whether the teachers 
have a right to strike if an apparently insolvable impasse 
occurred. As shown in Table 27, 88.3 per cent of the super­
intendents felt teachers did not have the right to strike. 
On the other side 48.2 per cent of the teachers felt teachers 
should have the right to strike if an apparently insolvable 
impasse should occur. 
Further consideration of the data revealed that there 
were no significant differences of responses by grade level 
of the teachers (Table 28) or by enrollment strata (Table 29). 
A majority of secondary teachers approved of strikes while 
only two-fifths of the elementary teachers approved of 
strikes. With the exception of stratum 6, the majority of 
responses in each stratum was opposed to teacher strikes. 
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Table 26. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Which one of the following items do you 
perceive to be least important for teacher groups 
to negotiate? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N % N % 
1. Class size 3 3.0 1 1.1 
2. Curriculum 4 4.0 9 10.1 
3. Elimination of no-strike 
pledge 7 6.9 4 4.5 
4. Elimination of non-teacher 
duties 0 0.0 0 0.0 
5. Expiration date of 
negotiation agreement 2 2.0 5 5.6 
6. Faculty conferences on 
3.4 school time 5 5.0 3 
I' Fringe benefits 2 2.0 0 0.0 8. Grievance procedures 3 3.0 0 0.0 
9. In-service education 4 4.0 0 0.0 
10. Leave (sick, professional. 
sabbatical, etc.) 2 2.0 1 1.1 
11. Lunch and rest periods 7 6.9 4 4.5 
12. Personnel policy 1 1.0 2 2.2 
13. Preparation periods 1 1.0 0 0.0 
i4. Promotion 5 5.0 7 7.9 
15. Provisions for physical 
3.4 facilities 6 5.9 3 
l6. Recognition of the 
negotiation team 0 0.0 1 1.1 
17. Recruitment of teachers 17 16.8 21 23.6 
l8. Salaries and wages 0 0.0 0 0.0 
19. School aides 3 3.0 0 0.0 
20. School calendar 10 9.9 11 12.4 
21. Supplies and equipment 3 3.0 8 9.0 
22. Teaching assignments 2 2.0 1 1.1 
23. Transfers 14 13.9 8 9.0 
Total®' 101 100.3 89 100.0 
&Forty respondents omitted or Incorrectly marked this 
Item 
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In stratum 6, three of the five answering the question felt 
teachers had the right to strike. 
Table 27. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Should teachers have the right to 
strike if an apparently insolvable impasse occurs? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N # 
Yes 55 48,2 13 11.7 
No 59 51.8 98 88,3 
Total 114 100,0 111 100,0 
Chi-square (df = 1) = 35.595 
Table 28, Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question; Should teachers have the right to strike 
if an apparently insolvable impasse occurs? 
Elementary Secondary 
N  ^ n fo 
Yes 17 40.5 38 52.8 
No 25 59.5 34 47.2 
Total 42 100,0 72 100,0 
Chi-square (df = 1) = I.608 
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Table 29. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: She 
apparently insolvable impasse occurs? 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
1 2 3 4 
N % N  ^ N # N # 
Yes 
No 
8 
16 
33.3 
66.7 
13 44.8 
16 55.2 
10 32.3 
21 67.7 
6 22.2 
21 77.8 
Total 24 100.0 29 100.0 31 100.0 27 100.0 
question; Should teachers have the right to strike if an 
OLLMENT STRATA 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 ^ N fo N fo N N fo N fo N fo N fo 
2.3 6 22.2 12 27.9 3 6o. 0 8 23.5 0 0.0 3 25. 0 5 25. 0 
7.7 21 77.8 31 72.1 2 4o. 0 26 76.5 0 0.0 9 75. 0 15 75. 0 
0.0 27 100.0 43 100.0 5 H
 
O
 
O
 
0 34 100.0 0 0.0 12 100. 0 20 100. 0 
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Hypothesis 9 
There is no difference between teachers' and 
superintendents' perceptions as to how impasses 
should be resolved. 
There were no significant differences in the recommen­
dations of teachers and superintendents on their choices of 
alternatives for averting a strike. No chi-square values 
could be reported since the expected frequency in two cells 
was less than 5. As shown in Table 30, teachers preferred 
Table 30. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Which of the alternatives for averting 
a strike would you recommend? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N  ^
Compulsory arbitration (a neutral 
authority can by its interven­
tion induce the parties to 
settle their differences with­
out recourse) 
Advisory arbitration (an impar­
tial tribunal with nonbinding 
authority would encourage 
settlement of difference 
between the parties) 
Sanctions (other than with­
holding of contracts) 
Voluntary arbitration (both 
parties agree to submit dis­
puted issue to third party) 
Other 
Total 
15 13.2 l6 13.9 
48 42.1 39 33.9 
8 7.0 1 0.9 
'g 34.2 3.5 52 7 45.2 6.1 
114 100.0 115 100.0 
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advisory arbitration (42.1 per cent) while superintendents 
preferred voluntary arbitration (45.2 per cent). When 
combining the advisory and the voluntary arbitration 
responses, more than three-fourths of both groups agreed. 
Further examination of the data revealed that there were 
no significant percentage differences by grade level 
(Table 31) and enrollment strata (Table 32). 
Table 31. Reaction of respondents by grade level to the 
question: Which of the alternatives for averting 
a strike would you recommend? 
Compulsory arbitration (a neutral 
authority can by its interven­
tion induce the parties to settle 
their differences without recourse) 
Advisory arbitration (an impartial 
tribunal with nonbinding authority 
would encourage settlement of 
differences between the parties) 
Sanctions (other than withholding 
of contracts) 
Voluntary arbitration (both parties 
agree to submit disputed issue to 
third party) 
Other 
Total 
Elementary Secondary 
N # N % 
4 9.8 11 15.1 
21 51.2 27 37.0 
CV
J 
6 8.2 
13 31.7 26 35.6 
1 2.4 3 4.1 
4l 100.0 73 100.0 
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Table 32. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: Wh 
you recommend? 
ENROLLMENT STRAT 
1 2 3 4 
N  ^ N  ^ N  ^
Compulsory arbitration (a neutral 
authority can by its intervention 
induce the parties to settle their 
differences without recourse) 
Advisory arbitration (an impartial 
tribunal with nonbinding author­
ity would encourage settlement of 
difference between the parties) 
Sanctions (other than withholding 
of contracts) 
Voluntary arbitration (both parties 
agree to submit disputed issue to 
third party) 
Other 
Total 
4 16.7 
11 45.8 
1 4.2 
7 29.2 
1 4.2 
24 100.1 
7 24.1 
11 37.9 
0  0 .0  
10 34.5 
1 3.4 
29 99.9 
5 15.6 
11 34.4 
3 9.4 
11 34.4 
2 6.3 
32 100.1 
4 14.3 
10 35.7 
1 3.6 
12 42.9 
1 3.6 
28 100.1 
she question: Which of the alternatives for averting a strike would 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
N N N # N N N N 
5 15.6 4 14.3 5 11.4 2 33.3 1 2.9 0 0.0 2 16.7 1 5.0 
L 34.4 10 35.7 12 27.3 2 33.3 14 41.2 0 0.0 7 58.3 9 45.0 
? 9.4 1 3.6 1 2.3 0 0.0 3 8.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
L 34.4 12 42.9 24 54.5 1 16.7 16 47.1 0 0.0 2 16.7 8 4o.o 
2 6.3 1 3.6 2 4.5 1 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 8.3 2 10.0 
2 100.1 28 100.1 44 100.0 6 100.0 34 100.0 0 0.0 12 100.0 20 100.0 
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Hypothesis 10 
There is no difference in the attitude of teachers 
and superintendents as to the question of inclusion 
of administrative personnel in the unit determination. 
Teachers and superintendents disagreed on the question 
of inclusion of administrative personnel in the unit deter­
mination. As shown in Table 33^  slightly more than two-
thirds of the teachers believed administrators should be in­
cluded in unit determination. On the other hand, two-thirds 
of the superintendents believed that administrators should 
not be included in the unit determination. Nineteen respond­
ents omitted this item. The calculated chi-square (df = 1) = 
26.6O4 value was significantly higher than the tabular value 
at the five per cent level. Therefore, the null hypothesis 
was rejected. 
Table 33. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Should administrative personnel be 
included in unit determination? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N N ^ 
Yes 6Q 67.0 34 31.5 
No 34 33.0 74 68.5 
Total®- 103 100.0 108 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 1) = 26.6o4 
N^ineteen respondents omitted this item 
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Further examination of the data revealed no significant 
chi-square differences in responses by grade level of the 
teachers (Table 3^ ). A slightly higher percentage of 
elementary teachers than secondary teachers believed that 
administrators should be included in unit determination. 
Twelve teachers omitted this item. 
As shown in Table 35^  the majority of respondents in 
strata 7^  and 9 believed administrative personnel should 
be included in unit determination. All of the respondents 
in stratum 6 took the opposite position. Nineteen respondents 
chose not to answer this item. 
Table 34. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question: Should administrative personnel be 
included in unit determinations? 
Elementary Secondary 
N # N # 
Yes 
No 
Total^  
Chi-square (df = 1) = 0.935 
27 73.0 
10 27.0 
37 100.0 
42 53.5 
24 36.4 
66 100.0 
T^welve teachers omitted this item 
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Table 35. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the ques 
determination? 
EMOLI^  
1 2 3 
N N % N  ^
Yes 10 43.5 10 38.5 15 48.4 
No 13 56.5 16 61.5 16 51.6 
Total®- 23 100.0 26 100.0 31 100.0 
N^ineteen respondents omitted this item 
;he question: Should administrative personnel be included in unit 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
R ^ N % N % N fo N fo N N 
i 48.4 17 68.0 l6 4o. 0 0 0.0 19 57.6 0 0.0 7 63.6 9 50.0 )• 51.6 8 32.0 24 6o. 0 4 100.0 i4 42.4 0 0.0 4 36.4 9 50.0 
. 100.0 25 100.0 4o 100. 0 4 100.0 33 100.0 0 0.0 11 100.0 18 100.0 
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Administrative Roles and Negotiations 
Items twelve through fourteen in the questionnaire sur­
veyed the respondents to gain their perception of the role 
that the superintendent, the supervisory personnel, and the 
technical instructional personnel should play in the nego­
tiation process. The findings of the hypotheses and related 
data are reported separately. 
Hypothesis 11 
There is no difference in the attitude of teachers and 
superintendents as to the role of the superintendents 
in the negotiation session. 
As shown in Table 36, teachers and superintendents 
disagreed on the role of the superintendent in the negotiation 
session. The majority of teachers favored the superintendent 
in the role of advisor to negotiation for both the school 
board and teachers. Their second choice was that of neutral 
resource person (27.4 per cent). The superintendents were 
fairly evenly divided between the role of advisor to 
negotiation for the school board (43.0 per cent) and advisor 
to negotiation for both the school board and teachers (40.4 
per cent). No superintendent felt his role should be that of 
a non-participant. No chi-square value could be reported. 
Further examination of the data revealed no significant 
difference between respondents by grade level or by enroll­
ment strata. Table 37 reveals that elementary and secondary 
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teachers saw the role of the superintendent as advisor to 
negotiation for both the board and teachers. Ten per cent 
of the elementary teachers compared to zero per cent of the 
secondary teachers believed that the chief school administra­
tor should be a negotiator with full authority. As shown in 
Table 38, a plurality or in some instances a majority of 
respondents in each stratum felt the superintendent should be 
an advisor to negotiation for both the school board and 
teachers. 
Table 36. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to 
the question; What should the role of the 
superintendent be in the negotiation session? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N $ N  ^
1. Negotiator with full 
2.6 authority 4 3.5 3 
2. Negotiator with limited 
4.4 4.4 authority 5 5 
3. Advisor to negotiation for 
6.2 49 43.0 the school board only 7 
4. Advisor to negotiation for 
both the school board and 
teachers 61 54.0 46 40.4 
5. Neutral resource person 31 27.4 5 4.4 
6, Non-participant 4 3.5 0 0.0 
7. Other 1 0.9 6 5.3 
Total 113 99.9 114 100.1 
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Table 37» Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question; What should the role of the superin­
tendent be in the negotiation session? 
Elementary Secondary 
N N 
1, Negotiator with full 
authority 4 10.0 0 0.0 
2, Negotiator with limited 
authority 1 2.5 4 5.5 
3. Advisor to negotiation for 
8.2 the school board only 1 2.5 6 
4. Advisor to negotiation for 
both the school board and 
teachers 23 57.5 38 52.1 
5. Neutral resource person 10 25.0 21 28.8 
6, Non-participant 1 2,5 3 4.1 
7. Other 0 0.0 1 1.4 
Total 40 100.0 73 100.1 
Hypothesis 12 
There is no difference in the attitude of teachers and 
superintendents as to the role of the supervisory 
personnel in the negotiation process. 
The teachers and superintendents disagreed as to the role 
of the supervisory personnel in the negotiation process. As 
shown in Table 39j a plurality (43.8 per cent) of the teachers 
felt that the supervisory personnel should be an active member 
of the teacher team. Nearly forty per cent of them felt the 
supervisors should be neutral resource persons. A majority of 
the superintendents (55.3 per cent) felt supervisors should 
74 
Table 38. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question; 
negotiation session? 
ENROLLMENT STR 
N 
1 
0 N 
2 
0 N 
3 
N 
4 
1. Negotiator with full authority 0 0.0 1 3.4 1 3.1 3 10 
2. Negotiator with limited authority 4 17.4 1 3.4 0 0.0 1 3 
3. Advisor to negotiation for school 
4 17.4 24.1 
4. 
board only 7 10 31.3 7 25 
Advisor to negotiation for both 
34.4 the school board and teachers 9 39.1 13 44.8 11 13 46 
5. Neutral resource person 2 8.7 6 20.7 9 28.1 3 10 
6. Non-participant 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 
7. Other 4 17.4 1 3.4 1 3.1 1 3 
Total 23 100.0 29 99.8 32 100.0 28 100 
to the question; I'fhat should the role of the superintendent be in the 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
N fo N % N % N fo N % N fo N % N % 
1 3.1 3 10.7 1 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.3 
4- 0 0.0 1 3.6 3 6.8 1 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
1 10 31.3 7 25.0 9 20.5 2 33.3 8 23.5 0 0.0 4 33.3 5 26.3 
8 11 34.4 13 46.4 23 52.3 2 33.3 19 55.9 0 0.0 6 50.0 11 57.9 
7 9 28.1 3 10.7 5 11.4 1 16.7 6 17.6 0 0.0 2 16.7 2 10.5 
0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 6.8 0 0.0 1 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
4 1 3.1 1 3.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
8 32 100.0 28 100.0 44 100.1 6 100.0 34 99.9 0 0.0 12 100.0 19 100.0 
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be on the management team. Slightly more than a third of 
them felt that the supervisor should be a neutral resource 
person. The chi-square test was not satisfactory in this 
instance. Certain cells in the multiple-cell table contained 
too small a number of cases. 
Table 39* Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: What role should the supervisory 
personnel (principal, subject supervisor, etc.) 
play in the negotiation process? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N N 
Active member of the manage­
9.8 63 ment team 11 55.3 
Active member of the teacher 
team 49 43.8 2 1.8 
Neutral resource person 44 39.3 39 34.2 
Non-participant 7 6.3 4 3.5 
Other 1 0.9 6 5.3 
Total 112 100.1 114 100.1 
As shown in Table 40, both elementary and secondary 
teachers placed the supervisor on the teacher's team. Their 
second choice was neutral resource person. The major 
difference appears to be the degree to which they agreed on 
the supervisor's inclusion on the management team. Seventeen 
and nine tenths per cent of the elementary teachers compared 
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to 5»5 per cent of the secondary teachers chose this role for 
the supervisor. 
Table 4l revealed that the majority of the respondents 
in strata 1, 2, and 4 placed the supervisor in the management 
camp. The majority of respondents in strata 3, 5, 7, 9, and 
10 felt that the supervisor should be a neutral resource 
person. Respondents in stratum 6 chose the aforementioned 
roles equally. 
Table 40, Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question: What role should the supervisory 
personnel (principal, subject supervisor, etc.) 
play in the negotiation process? 
Elementary Secondary 
N ^ N 
Active member of the management 
team 7 17.9 4 5.5 
Active member of the teacher 
team 16 4l.O 33 45.2 
Neutral resource person 15 38.5 29 39.7 
Non-participant 1 2.6 6 8.2 
Other 0 0.0 1 1.4 
Total 39 100.0 73 100.0 
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Table 4l. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: Wh 
subject supervisor, etc.) play in the negotiation process? 
ENROLLMENT STRAT. 
N 
1 
% W 
2 
fo N 
3 
% N 
4 
% 
Active member of the management team 11 47.8 12 41.4 11 34.4 11 40.7 
Active member of the teacher team 3 13.0 9 31.0 5 15.6 8 29.6 
Neutral resource person 7 30.4 5 17.2 14 43.8 7 25.9 
Non-participant 1 4.3 1 3.4 1 3.1 1 3.7 
Other 1 4.3 2 6.9 1 3.1 0 0.0 
Total 23 99.8 29 99.9 32 100.0 27 99.9 
to the question: What role should the supervisory personnel (principal, 
ition process? 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
N N N N fo N fo N fo N % N % 
11 34.4 11 40.7 8 18.2 2 33.3 10 29.4 0 0.0 3 25.0 6 31.6 
) 5 15.6 8 29.6 12 27.3 1 16.7 6 17.6 0 0.0 2 16.7 5 26.3 
) 14 43.8 7 25.9 19 43.2 2 33.3 15 44.1 0 0.0 7 58.3 7 36.8 
I- 1 3.1 1 3.7 4 9.1 1 16.7 1 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.3 
} 1 3.1 0 0.0 1 2.3 0 0.0 2 5.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
) 32 100.0 27 99.9 44 100.1 6 100.0 34 99.9 0 0.0 12 100.0 19 100.0 
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Hypothesis 13 
There is no difference in the attitude of teachers 
and superintendents as to the role of technical 
instructional personnel. 
There was no difference in the attitude of teachers and 
superintendents as to the role of technical instructional 
personnel. As shown in Table 42, both teachers (71.7 per 
cent) and superintendents (8l.4 per cent) agreed that counse­
lors, librarians and psychologists belonged on the teacher's 
team in the negotiation process. Nearly a fifth of the 
teachers believed the technical instructional personnel should 
be neutral resource persons in the negotiation process. The 
chi-square test was not satisfactory. Certain cells in the 
table contained too small a number of cases. 
Table 42, Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: What role should technical instructional 
personnel (counselors, librarians, psychologists, 
etc.) play in the negotiation process? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N $ N $ 
Active member of management team 2 1, .8 3 2 .7 
Active member of teacher team 8l 71. 7 92 8l .4 
Neutral resource person 22 19. 5 12 10 .6 
Non-participant 8 7. 1 5 4 ,4 
Other 0 0. ,0 1 0 .9 
Total 113 H
 
O
 
o
 
.1 113 100 ,0 
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Further consideration of the data revealed no significant 
difference between respondents by grade level of the teachers 
(Table 43) or by enrollment strata (Table 44). Nearly three-
fourths of the elementary and secondary teachers felt the 
technical instructional personnel should be active members of 
the teacher team in the negotiation process. No elementary 
teachers felt the technical instructional personnel should be 
active members of the management team. A majority of respond­
ents by strata placed technical instructional personnel in 
the teacher's camp in the negotiation process. 
Table 43. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the question: 
What role should technical instructional personnel 
(counselors, librarians, psychologists, etc.) play 
in the negotiation process? 
Elementary Secondary 
N io N % 
Active member of management team 0 0.0 2 2.7 
Active member of teacher team 29 72.5 52 71.2 
Neutral resource person 6 15.0 16 21.9 
Non-participant 5 12.5 3 4.1 
Other 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Total 40 100.0 73 99.9 
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Table 44. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: 
(counselorsJ librarians, psychologists, etc.) play in the negot 
ENROLLMENT STf 
1 2 3 4 
N fo N fo N fo N a. r 
Active member of the management team 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.1 1 : 
Active member of the teacher team l6 72.7 25 83.3 26 81.3 20 7^ 
Neutral resource person 4 18.2 3 10.0 4 12.5 5 IE 
Non-participant 1 4.5 2 6.7 1 3.1 1 
Other 1 4 = 5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 C 
Total 22 99.9 30 100.0 32 100.0 27 IOC 
the question: What role should technical instructional personnel 
lay in the negotiation process? 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
N 
3 
fo W 
4 
fo N 
5 
fo N 
6 
fo N 
7 
fo N 
CO 
N 
9 
fo N 
10 
1 3.1 1 3.7 1 2.3 0 0.0 2 5.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
26 81.3 20 74.1 37 84.1 3 50.0 26 76.5 0 0.0 10 83.3 10 52.6 
4 12.5 5 18.5 4 9.1 2 33.3 4 11.8 0 0.0 2 16.7 6 31.6 
1 3.1 1 3.7 2 4.5 1 16.7 2 5.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 15.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
32 100.0 27 100.0 44 100.0 6 100.0 34 100.1 0 0.0 12 100.0 19 100.0 
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State Statutes and Negotiations 
Items fifteen through eighteen in the questionnaire 
surveyed the respondents to gain their opinions on the enact­
ment of state statutes prescribing the procedures for 
negotiating. The findings of each hypothesis and related 
information are reported separately. 
Hypothesis l4 
There is no difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and superintendents as to the need for an 
enactment of a state law prescribing the procedures 
for negotiation in local school systems. 
As shown in Table 45^  there was a significant difference 
between the teachers and superintendents proclaiming the need 
for a state law prescribing procedures for negotiations at the 
local school level. Slightly more than fifty per cent of the 
teachers believed that no state negotiation law was necessary. 
Two-thirds of the superintendents believed that a state 
negotiation law was necessary. The calculated chi-square 
(df = 1) = 9.702 was greater than the table value of 3.8^ 1 at 
the five per cent level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
As shown in Table 46, there was no significant difference 
between elementary and secondary teachers. At least fifty 
per cent of each group felt a negotiation law was not 
necessary. The secondary teachers' opinions were evenly 
divided. 
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Table 45. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Should the state legislature enact a 
statute prescribing the procedures for negotiation 
in local school systems? 
Teachers 
N i 
Superintendents 
N % 
Yes 
No 
Total 
Chl-square (df 
il 
46.0 
54.0 
1) = 9.702 
74 
37 
66.7 
33.3 
113 100.0 111 100.0 
Table 46. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question; Should the state legislature enact a 
statute prescribing the procedures for negotiation 
in local school systems? 
Elementary Secondary 
N io N 
Yes 16 39.0 36 50.0 
No 25 61.0 36 50.0 
Total 41 100.0 72 100.0 
Chi-square (df = l) = 1.267 
As shown in Table 47, most respondents in strata 2 and 10 
felt a negotiation law was not needed. Respondents from 
strata 1 (73.9 per cent) and 5 (83.3 per cent) most strongly 
urged a negotiation law. 
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Table 4?. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: SI 
the procedures for negotiation in local school systems? 
ENROLDffiNT STRA' 
1 2 3 4 
N % N ^ M 0 N % 
Yes 17 73.9 13 44.8 17 54.9 17 63. 
No 6 26.1 16 55.2 14 45.2 10 37. 
Total 23 100.0 29 100.0 31 100.1 27 100. 
the question: Should the state legislature enact a statute prescribing 
ystems? 
ENROLIiŒNT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
,7 54.9 17 63.0 
.4 45.2 10 37.0 
11 100.1 27 100.0 
24 54.5 5 83.3 
20 45.5 1 16.7 
44 100.0 6 100.0 
22 66.7 0 0.0 
11 33.3 0 0.0 
33 100.0 0 0.0 
7 58.3 4 21.1 
5 41.7 15 78.9 
12 100.0 19 100.0 
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Hypothesis 13 
There Is no difference in the agreement between 
perceptions of teachers and superintendents concerning 
the scope of the law affecting negotiations. 
There was disagreement between the teachers and super­
intendents on the scope of the law affecting negotiations. 
As shown in Table 48, the teachers (57«7 per cent) preferred 
a law that would include school policies relating to, but not 
limited to, curriculum, textbook selection, in-service 
training, student teaching programs, personnel hiring and 
assignment practices, leaves of absence, salaries and salary 
schedules and non-instructional duties. Superintendents 
(64,9 per cent) preferred a more limited law that would be 
concerned with matters of salaries and related economic 
policies affecting professional services. The calculated 
chi-square (df = 3) = 69.139 was greater than the tabular 
value. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Further observation of the data revealed no significant 
difference in the reactions of the respondents by grade level 
of the teachers or by enrollment strata. Table 49 revealed 
that while in agreement the secondary teachers felt more 
strongly about a state statute which provided unlimited 
negotiation rights. As shown in Table 50, a plurality of 
respondents in eight of the strata preferred a law limited to 
matters of salaries and related economic policies affecting 
professional services. Approximately one-third of the 
respondents in each strata preferred a law unlimited in scope. 
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Table 48. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: If a state statute were enacted, what 
should be the scope of the law affecting 
negotiations? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N % N 
Matters of salaries and related 
economic policies affecting 
18.0 74 64.9 professional services 20 
Questions of wages, hours and 
conditions of employment 17 15.3 23 20.2 
School policies relating to. 
but not limited to, curri­
culum, textbook selection, 
in-service training, student 
teaching programs, personnel 
hiring and assignment 
practices, leaves of absence. 
salaries and salary schedules 
64 and non-instructional duties 57.7 12 10.5 
Other 10 9.0 5 4.4 
Total 111 100.0 114 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 3) = 69.139 
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Table 49. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question: If a state statute were enacted^  what 
should be the scope of the law affecting 
negotiations? 
Elementary 
N 
Secondary 
N 9^ 
Matters of salaries and related 
economic policies affecting 
professional services 
Questions of wages, hours and 
conditions of employment 
School policies relating to, 
but not limited to, curri­
culum, textbook selection, 
in-service training, student 
teaching programs, personnel 
hiring and assignment 
practices, leaves of absence, 
salaries and salary schedules 
and non-instructional duties 
Other 
9 22.5 
5 12.5 
20 
6 
50.0 
15.0 
11 
12 
44 
4 
15.5 
16.9 
62.0 
5.6 
Total 40 100.0 71 100.0 
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Table 50. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: ] 
of the law affecting negotiations? 
ENROLLMENT STR/ 
1 2 3 4 
N N fo N fo N 
Matters of salaries and related 
economic policies affecting 
8 34.8 46.9 14 professional services 9 31.0 15 51 
Questions of wages^  hours and 
conditions of employment 6 26.1 10 . 34.5 2 6.3 4 14 
School policies relating to, but 
not limited to, curriculum, text­
book selection, in-service training. 
student teaching programs, personnel 
hiring and assignment practices. 
leaves of absence, salaries and 
salary schedules and non-
instructional duties 7 30.4 7 24.1 15 46.9 7 25 
Other 2 8.7 3 10.3 0 0.0 2 7 
Total 23 100.0 29 99.9 32 100.1 27 100 
question: If a state statute were enacted, what should be the scope 
lOLLMENT STRATA 
K  5  6 . 7  8  9  1 0  
^  N g g  
[ 6 ,9  14 51.9 17 38.6 2 33.3 19 55.9 0 0.0 2 16.7 8 44.4 
6.3 4 14.8 6 13.6 2 33.3 4 11.8 0 0.0 4 33.3 2 11.1 
RÔ.9 7 25.9 18 40.9 2 33.3 11 32.4 0 0.0 3 25.0 6 33.3 
0.0 2 7.4 3 6.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 25.0 2 11.1 
)0.1 27 100.0 44 99.9 6 99.9 34 100.1 0 0.0 12 100.0 18 99.9 
88 
Hypothesis l6 
There is no difference between teachers and super­
intendents in their attitude toward a negotiation 
statute which covers teachers only. 
There was agreement in attitudes of teachers and super­
intendents toward a negotiation statute which would cover 
teachers separately from other public employees. As shown 
in Table 51^  78.3 per cent of the teachers and 75.0 per cent 
of the superintendents believed that the statute should cover 
teachers separately from other employees. The reported chi-
square value was 0.337. The null hypothesis could not be 
rejected. 
Table 51. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: If a state law were enacted, should 
the statute cover teachers separately from other 
public employees? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N fo 
Yes 90 78.3 84 75.0 
No 25 21.7 28 25.0 
Total 115 100.0 112 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 1) = 0.337 
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Examination of Table 52 revealed that there was an 
almost identical agreement between elementary and secondary 
teachers. The percentage was 78,6 and 78,1 respectively. 
The calculated chi-square (df = 1) = 0,004 was less than the 
tabular value. 
Table 52. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question: If a state law were enacted, should 
the statute cover teachers separately from other 
public employees? 
Elementary Secondary 
N  ^ N  ^
Yes 
No 
Total 
Chi-square (df = 1) = 0.004 
33 78.6 57 78.1 
9 21.4 16 21.9 
42 100.0 73 100.0 
Further examination of related data revealed that there 
was agreement between the respondents by enrollment strata. 
However, the larger schools tended to favor a negotiation law 
which covered teachers exclusively to a slightly greater 
degree than their counterparts from the smaller schools. See 
Table 53 for comparison. 
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Table 53. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: If 
teachers separately from other public employees? 
EMOLIMENT STRAT 
1 2 3 4 
N % N i N  ^ N 
Yes 
No 
18 
5 
78.3 
21.7 
79.3 
20.7 
26 81.3 
6 18.8 
22 81.5 
•5 18.5 
Total 23 100.0 29 100,0 32 100.1 27 100.0 
) the question: If a state law were enacted, should the statute cover 
1 ?  
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
N # N % N % N % N # N % N % N % 
26 81.3 22 81.5 34 77.3 5 83.3 23 67.6 0 0. 0 9 75. 0 14 70. 0 
6 18.8 •5 18.5 10 22.7 1 16.7 11 32.4 0 0. 0 3 25. 0 6 30. 0 
32 100.1 27 100.0 44 100.0 6 100.0 34 100.0 0 0. 0 12 100. 0 20 100. 0 
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Hypothesis 17 
There is no difference in the agreement between 
teachers and superintendents on who should have the 
final authority to settle disputes. 
There was disagreement between teachers and superintend­
ents on who should have the final authority to settle dis­
putes, As shown in Table the plurality of teachers (30.9 
per cent) and superintendents (34.5 per cent) preferred a 
commission appointed by the State Department of Public 
Instruction, Twenty-nine and one tenth per cent of the super­
intendents chose the "other" response. Each of the respond­
ents wrote "the local school board" (or a nearly identical 
comment) in the space provided. The 15 teachers who chose 
"other" concurred with the superintendent that the final 
authority should reside at the local level. The teachers 
ranked the State Department of Public Instruction (22.7 per 
cent) and the state courts (19.1 per cent) high as the final 
authority for settling disputes. The calculated chi-square 
value was greater than the tabular value. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Further observation of the data revealed no significant 
difference between elementary and secondary teachers (Table 55) 
or between responses of subjects by enrollment strata (Table 56) 
as to who they believed should have final authority to settle 
disputes. Sixty-four and one tenth per cent of the elemen­
tary teachers placed their faith in the State Department of 
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Public Instruction or a commission appointed by them. The 
secondary teachers favored a commission appointed by the 
State Department of Public Instruction (28.2 per cent) but 
their second choice was the state courts (22.5 per cent). 
A plurality of responses in strata 1, 2j 3; 4, ?, and 10 
preferred a commission appointed by the State Department of 
Public Instruction. A plurality of responses in strata 5 and 
6 preferred "other" (the local school board) as the final 
authority. One-third of the respondents in stratum 6 and 
one-fourth of the respondents in stratum 9 preferred letting 
the state, courts settle the negotiation disputes. 
Table 54. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: If a state law were enacted, who should 
have the final authority to settle disputes? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N # 
Public Employees Relations 
13.6 Board 15 18 16.4 
State Courts 21 19.1 13 11.8 
State Department of Public 
8.2 Instruction 25 22.7 9 
Commission appointed by State 
34 38 Department of Public Instr. 30.9 34.5 
Other 15 13.6 32 29.1 
Total®- 110 99.9 110 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 4) = 16.O56 
T^en respondents omitted this item 
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Table 55. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question; If a state law were enacted, who 
should have the final authority to settle 
disputes? 
Elementary Secondary 
N  ^ N $ 
Public Employees Relations Board 3 7.7 12 i6.q 
State Courts 5 12.8 16 22.5 
State Department of Public 
28.2 14 Instruction 11 19.7 
Commission appointed by State 
14 28.2 Department of Public Instruction 35.9 20 
Other 6 15.4 9 12.7 
Total 39 100.0 71 100.0 
Educational Organizations and Negotiations 
Items nineteen through twenty-three in the questionnaire 
asked the respondents' opinions on the major ideological, 
programmatic, and membership differences between the APT and 
NBA, Further opinion was sought on the possibility of a 
merger of the two organizations. The future status of the 
organizations was also investigated. The findings of each 
hypothesis and related data are reported separately. 
Hypothesis l8 
There is no difference between teachers' and 
superintendents' perception of the relative differences 
in the AFT and NEA, 
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Table 56. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: 
authority to settle disputes? 
ENROLLMENT STF 
N 
1 
% N 
2 
% N 
3 
i N 
4 
Public Employees Relations Board 2 9.1 1 3.7 4 12.5 3 12 
State Courts 4 18.2 6 22.2 4 12.5 4 
State Department of Public 
Instruction 5 22.7 4 14.8 4 12.5 5 lE 
Commission appointed by State 
8 36.4 44.4 34.4 Department of Public Instruction 12 11 7 25 
Other 3 13.6 4 14.8 9 28.1 8 25 
Total®- 22 100.0 27 99.9 32 100.0 27 95 
&Ten respondents omitted this item 
he question: If a state law were enacted, who should have the final 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
i N % N % N fo N io N io N io N io 
12.5 3 11.1 9 20.9 0 0.0 8 25.0 0 0.0 2 16.7 4 21.1 
12.5 4 14.8 3 7.0 2 33.3 5 15.6 0 0.0 3 25.0 3 15.8 
12.5 5 18.5 6 14.0 1 16.7 2 6.3 0 0.0 3 25.0 4 21.1 
34.4 7 25.9 12 27.9 1 16.7 13 40.6 0 0.0 2 16.7 6 31.6 
28.1 8 29.6 13 30.2 2 33.3 4 12.5 0 0.0 2 16.7 2 10.5 
100.0 27 99.9 43 100.0 6 100.0 32 100.0 0 0.0 12 100.1 19 100.1 
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Teachers and superintendents disagreed in their 
responses on major ideological differences in the APT and 
the NEA, Nearly the same number of respondents in each 
category believed there were major ideological differences. 
However, as shown in Table 57, more than one-third of the 
superintendents believed there were no ideological differences 
in the two organizations, A plurality of the teachers voiced 
no opinion. The calculated chi-square value was greater than 
the tabular value. Therefore, with regard to ideological 
differences, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
An analysis of the open-ended option to the above 
question revealed no clear pattern in the content of the 
comments. Thus, the respondents who felt there were 
differences submitted the following reasons: NEA is more 
professionally oriented, NEA includes administrators, unions 
strike, APT is more militant, NEA provides more vocational 
educational services, and NEA is concerned with the quality 
of educational program nation-wide. 
Teachers and superintendents disagreed in their responses 
on major programmatic differences in the APT and the NEA. 
As shown In Table 58, 10 per cent of the teachers and 27.9 
per cent of the superintendents believed that there were no 
programmatic differences. More than two-thirds of the 
teachers expressed no opinion. About one-fourth of each 
category felt there were programmatic differences. The 
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calculated chi-square value was greater than the table value. 
Therefore, with regard to programmatic differences, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Table 57. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Are there any major ideological 
differences in the APT and the NEA? 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 31.088 
No clear pattern in the content of the comments by the 
respondents was revealed, A summary of the responses by those 
who chose to comment were: Unions strike, APT excludes 
administrators, APT is labor oriented, AFT tends to became 
involved in programs and policies that belong in the realm 
of the local schools, APL~CIO will have control, NEA has more 
comprehensive program, and the AFT has a definite and clear 
position on negotiations. 
Teachers and superintendents disagreed in their responses 
on major membership requirement differences between the APT 
and the NEA, As shown in Table 59j an identical number of 
Teachers Superintendents 
N ^ N $ 
Yes 
No 
No opinion 
50 44.2 53 46.9 
10 8,8 39 34,5 
53 46,9 21 18.6 
Total 113 99.9 113 100,0 
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Table 58. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Are there any major programmatic 
differences in the AFT and the NEA? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N ^ N ^ 
Yes 25 22.3 29 26.1 
No 11 9.8 31 27.9 
No opinion 76 67.9 51 5^.9 
Total 112 100.0 111 99,9 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 14.737 
teachers and superintendents felt there were no major member­
ship differences. Sixty-one and eight tenths per cent of the 
teachers and 45.4 per cent of the superintendents expressed 
no opinion. The majority of the respondents who felt there 
were differences cited the exclusion of administrators as the 
reason. Several respondents commented that the AFT includes 
all school workers while the NEA includes only professional 
school personnel. The calculated chi-square value was greater 
than the tabular value. Therefore, with regard to major 
membership requirement differences, the null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
Further consideration of related data revealed that 
teachers and superintendents did not agree that a merger of 
the APT and the NEA would be beneficial to the teaching pro­
fession. As revealed in Table 60, more than two-thirds of 
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Table 59. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Are there any major membership require­
ment differences between the APT and the NEA7 
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N # 
Yes 12 10.9 29 26.9 
No 30 27.3 30 27.8 
No opinion 68 61.8 49 45.4 
Total®- 110 100.0 108 100.1 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 10,117 
T^welve respondents omitted this item 
the superintendents and more than one-third of the teachers 
felt a merger would not be beneficial to the profession. 
Thirty-one and five tenths per cent of the teachers compared 
to 20.9 per cent of the superintendents believed a merger 
would be beneficial to the teaching profession. There was, 
however, agreement between the elementary and secondary 
teachers as shown in Table 6l, Consideration of reactions of 
respondents by enrollment strata revealed no significant 
differences. As shown in Table 62, at least a plurality of all 
responses by enrollment strata felt a merger would not be 
beneficial to the teaching profession. 
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Table 6o. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: Would a merger of the AFT and the NEA 
be beneficial to the teaching profession? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N # 
Yes 35 31.5 23 20.9 
No 40 36,0 76 69.1 
No opinion 36 32.4 11 10.0 
Total 111 99.9 110 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 26.9^ 9 
Table 6l. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question: Would a merger of the AFT and the NEA 
be beneficial to the teaching profession? 
Elementary Secondary 
N  ^ N # 
Yes 14 35.0 21 29.6 
No 10 25.0 30 42.3 
No opinion 16 40.0 20 28.2 
Total 40 100.0 71 100.1 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 3.^ 56 
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Table 62, Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: M 
teaching profession? 
ENROLLMENT STM 
1 2 3 4 
N # N % N  ^ N 
Yes 
No 
No opinion 
8 
11 
3 
36.4 
50.0 
13.6 
11 36.7 
15 50.0 
4 13.3 
9 28.1 \ m 6 21. 13 46. 9 32. 
Total 22 100.0 30 100.0 32 100.0 28 99. 
o the question; Would a merger of the AFT and the NEA be beneficial to the 
ENROLIMT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
N ^ N ^ N ^ ^ N  ^ N  ^ N  ^
9 28.1 6 21.4 
17 53.1 13 46.4 
6_ 18.8 9 32.1 
32 100.0 28 99.9 
12 27.9 2 33.3 
25 58.1 3 50.0 
6 14.0 1 16.7 
43 100.0 6 100.0 
8 25.8 0 0.0 
15 48.4 0 0.0 
8 25.8 0 0.0 
31 100.0 0 0.0 
2 18,2 0 0.0 
6 54.5 11 61.1 
3 27.3 7 38.9 
11 100.0 18 100.0 
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Hypothesis 19 
There is no difference "between teachers and 
superintendents as they perceive the status of the 
educational organization in the next few years. 
There was disagreement between teachers and superintend­
ents in their opinion of the relative status of the 
educational organizations in the next few years. As shown in 
Table 63, although both groups strongly believed that the 
organizations would enjoy increased importance, nearly four 
per cent of the superintendents believed that the organi­
zations would be less important. Also noted is the .fact that 
9 per cent of the teachers expressed no opinion compared to 
zero per cent of the superintendents. The chi-square test was 
not satisfactory in this instance. Certain cells in the table 
contained too few cases. 
Further examination of the related data revealed that 
the elementary and secondary teachers disagreed as to the 
future status of the educational organizations. As shown in 
Table 64, 17»9 per cent of the elementary teachers expressed 
no opinion compared to 4.2 per cent by the secondary teachers., 
Twenty-two and two tenths per cent of the secondary teachers 
felt there would be no signifieent change in the importance of 
the educational organizations in the next few years. Table 65 
revealed no significant difference in responses by enrollment 
strata. A majority of respondents in each stratum felt that 
the educational organizations would enjoy increased importance 
as they pertained to their official position. 
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Table 63. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: What relative status do you anticipate 
the educational organization such as AFT or NEA 
to assume in the next few years as they pertain 
to your official position? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N % N 
An increased importance 81 73.0 85 78.7 
No significant change 19 17.1 19 17.6 
Decreased importance 1 0.9 4 3.7 
No opinion 10 9.0 0 0.0 
Total^  111 100.0 108 100.0 
E^leven respondents omitted this item 
Table 64, Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question: What relative status do you anticipate 
the educational organization such as AFT or NEA 
to assume in the next few years as they pertain 
to your official position? 
Elementary Secondary 
N % N # 
An increased importance 
No significant change 
Decreased importance 
No opinion 
29 
3 
0 
7 
74.4 
7.7 
0.0 
17.9 
52 72.2 
16 22.2 
1 1.4 
3 4.2 
Total 39 100.0 72 100.0 
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Table 65. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: Wh£ 
organization such as the AFT or NEA to assume in the next few yeai 
ENROLLMENT STRATi 
1 2 3 4 
N N % N io N io 
An increased importance 18 81.8 26 86.7 24 77.4 19 73.1 
No significant change 4 18.2 1 3.3 4 12.9 4 15.4 
Decreased importance 0 0.0 2 6.7 2 6.5 0 0.0 
No opinion 0 0.0 1 3.3 1 3.2 3 11.5 
Total®- 22 100.0 30 100.0 31 100.0 26 100.0 
E^leven respondents omitted this item 
le question: What relative status do you anticipate the educational 
:he next few years as they pertain to your official position? 
CNROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
io N % N % N N % N % N % N 
77.4 19 73.1 35 81.4 3 50.0 21 67.7 0 0.0 10 90.9 10 52.6 
12.9 4 15.4 7 16.3 2 33.3 10 32.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 31.6 
6.5 0 0.0 1 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
3.2 3 11.5 0 0.0 1 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 9.1 3 15.8 
100.0 26 100.0 43 100.0 6 100.0 31 100.0 0 0.0 11 100.0 19 100.0 
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Factors that Ignite Militancy 
Item twenty-four in the questionnaire surveyed the 
respondents' perceptions of what factors most ignite 
militancy in the profession. The findings of the hypothesis 
and the related data are reported separately. 
Hypothesis 20 
There is no difference between teachers and 
superintendents in their perception of the factors 
that ignite militancy. 
Teachers and superintendents disagreed on the factors 
that ignite militancy in the profession. As shown in 
Table 66, 41.8 per cent of the teachers felt "the arbitrary 
and capricious administrative decisions" most ignited 
militancy. They (15.5 per cent) ranked "the feeling of 
teacher neglect or anonymity" next. The superintendents 
(23.9 per cent) felt "the power struggle between the NEA and 
AFT" most ignited militancy. The superintendents (21.1 per 
cent) also expressed the view that "the changing attitude of 
society toward the rights of public employees" was also a 
factor that ignited militancy. The chi-square test was not 
satisfactory in this instance. Certain cells in the table 
contained too small a number of cases. 
Further examination of the data revealed no significant 
difference between respondents by grade level (Table 67) or 
by enrollment strata (Table 68). A majority (59.0 per cent) 
of the elementary teachers and a plurality (32.4 per cent) of 
105 
the secondary teachers felt "the arbitrary and capricious 
administrative decisions" most ignite militancy. The same 
response is reflected by nearly a fourth of the respondents 
in each of the enrollment stratum. As a group, the 
respondents from the larger schools placed "the power struggle 
between the NEA and AFT" high as a cause of militancy. 
Respondents from the smaller schools placed "the changing 
attitude of society toward the rights of public employees" 
high as the factor that most ignites militancy in the 
profession. 
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Table 66. Reaction of teachers and superintendents to the 
question: "Which one of the following potential 
factors most ignite militancy in the- profession? 
Teachers Superintendents 
N  ^ N  ^
1. The arbitrary and capricious 
46 administrative decisions 41.8 14 12.8 
2. The changing attitude of 
society toward the rights 
14 of public employees 12.7 23 21.1 
3. The feeling of teacher 
neglect or anonymity 17 15.5 21 19.3 
4. The public's lack of 
sharing the affluent 
economy :2 10.9 13 11.9 
5. The rules that govern the 
8 2.8 employment relationship 7.3 3 
6. The power struggle between 
26 the NEA and AFT 3 2.7 23.9 
7. Other 10 9.1 9 8.3 
Total& 110 100.0 109 100.1 
&Eleven respondents omitted this item 
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Table 67. Reaction of teachers by grade level to the 
question: Which one of the following potential 
factors most ignite militancy in the profession? 
1. The arbitrary and capricious 
administrative decisions 
2. The changing attitude of 
society toward the rights 
of public employees 
3. The feeling of teacher 
neglect or anonymity 
4. The public's lack of 
sharing the affluent 
economy 
5. The rules that govern the 
employment relationship 
6. The power struggle between 
the NEA and APT 
7. Other 
Total 
Elementary Secondary 
N  ^ N  ^
23 59.0 23 32.4 
3 7.7 11 15.5 
5 12.8 12 16.9 
4 10.3 8 11.3 
2 5.1 6 8.5 
1 2.6 2 2.8 
1 2.6 9 12.7 
39 100.1 71 100.1 
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Table 68. Reaction of respondents by enrollment strata to the question: ¥1 
militancy in the profession? 
ENROLLMENT STRA^  
- - N 
1 
N 
2 
N 
3 
% N 
4 
fo 
1. The arbitrary and capricious 
8 26.7 
— 
administrative decisions 5 22.7 10 31.3 6 22.; 
2. The changing attitude of society 
toward the rights of public 
4.5 6.3 18.Î employees 1 1 3.3 2 5 
3. The feeling of teacher neglect 
18.2 
4. 
or anonymity 4 4 13.3 5 15.6 6 ro
 
ro
 
The public's lack of sharing 
13.6 4 the affluent economy 3 6 20.0 12.5 1 3.1 
5. The rules that govern the 
employment relationship 0 0.0 3 10.0 2 6.3 1 3.' 
6. The power struggle between the 
8 14.( NEA and AFT 6 27.3 4 13.3 25.0 4 
7. Other 3 13.6 4 13.3 1 3.1 4 14.( 
Total®" 22 99.9 30 99.9 32 100.1 27 99.< 
E^leven respondents omitted this item 
the question: Which one of the following potential factors most ignite 
ENROLLMENT STRATA 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
N ^ N fo N N fo N N % N fo N fo 
10 31.3 6 22.2 15 34.9 0 0.0 8 26.7 0 0.0 3 27.3 5 26.3 
2 6.3 5 18.5 12 27.9 2 40.0 6 20.0 0 0.0 5 45.5 3 15.8 
5 15.6 6 22.2 7 16.3 1 20.0 5 16.7 0 0.0 1 9.1 5 26.3 
4 12.5 1 3.7 4 9.3 0 0.0 6 20.0 0 0.0 1 9.1 0 0.0 
2 6.3 1 3.7 1 2.3 0 0.0 1 3.3 0 0.0 1 9.1 2 10.5 
8 25.0 4 14.8 2 4.7 0 0.0 3 10.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 10.5 
1 3.1 4 14.8 2 4.7 2 40.0 1 3.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 10.5 
32 100.1 27 99.9 43 100.0 5 100.0 30 100.0 0 0.0 11 100.1 19 99.9 
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CHAPTER V. SUMM/mY, CONCLUSIONS^  AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The general problem of this study was to delineate the 
status of the collective negotiation phenomenon as perceived 
by Iowa teachers and superintendents. In analyzing the 
problem, the study sought to test the difference in responses 
of teachers and superintendents which might not be expected 
from sampling fluctuations. The mailed questionnaire method 
of descriptive research was chosen to compare these perceptual 
differences. This study included only respondents from school 
districts in the state of Iowa which maintained a public high 
school and were certified by the Iowa State Department of 
Public Instruction in I968. The stratified cluster technique 
of sampling was used. The chi-square statistical technique 
was used to determine whether the sample frequencies were 
significantly different from those which would result if only 
chance factors were operating. 
The most salient findings are reported below. 
Summary of Findings 
The following summary of the findings relative to 
collective negotiations is presented for each hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no difference in the perceptions of the 
teachers and superintendents concerning the right of 
teachers to negotiate collectively with the local 
school board. 
110 
Approximately 97 per cent of both groups believed 
teachers had the right to negotiate collectively with the 
local school board. 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and superintendents as to the current 
availability of channels for negotiations. 
Ninety-six and five tenths per cent of the superintendents 
believed there were existent channels for direct discussion 
to take place between teachers and their boards of education. 
Seventy-eight and six tenths per cent of the teachers believed 
there were existent channels for negotiations. 
Hypothesis 3 
There is no difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and superintendents concerning the right of 
channels to exist through which teachers may communicate 
directly with their board of education. 
Nearly S6 per cent of the teachers felt direct teacher-
board communications should exist. Eighty-five per cent of 
the superintendents agreed. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 4 
There is no difference in the optimal composition of 
teacher organizations when they communicate with boards 
of education as perceived by teachers and superintendents. 
A majority of teachers and superintendents preferred a 
committee composed of representatives of all teacher 
organizations that meets with the superintendent and board of 
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education. However, nearly 10 per cent of the teachers 
would have preferred to meet with the board without the 
presence of the superintendent. No superintendent chose this 
alternative. 
Hypothesis 5 
There is no difference in the attitude between teachers 
and superintendents as to the status of the school 
board's discretionary power. 
Twenty-eight and one tenth per cent of the superintendents 
compared to 8.0 per cent of the teachers felt that collective 
negotiations involved the surrender of the board's freedom 
or power to make its own judgments or decisions. The null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 6 
There is no difference between teachers' and superin­
tendents' attitudes toward the right of organization(s) 
to negotiate exclusively. 
More than two-thirds of the teachers did not believe 
there should be exclusive negotiating rights for the majority 
organization while a majority (53.1 per cent) of the 
superintendents took the opposite point of view. The null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 7 
There is no difference in the attitude of the teachers 
and superintendents on the issue of what should be 
negotiated. 
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A majority of both teachers (52.8 per cent) and 
superintendents (85.7 per cent) reported that "salaries and 
wages" was the most important item to be negotiated. 
Hypothesis 8 
There is no difference between teachers and superin­
tendents as to the perceived right for public school 
teachers to strike. 
Eighty-eight and three tenths per cent of the superin­
tendents compared to 48.2 per cent of the teachers felt 
teachers did not have the right to strike if an apparently 
insolvable impasse should occur. The null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
Hypothesis 9 
There is no difference between teachers' and superin­
tendents' perceptions as to how impasses should be 
resolved. 
More than three-fourths of both groups preferred 
advisory or voluntary arbitration. 
Hypothesis 10 
There is no difference in the attitude of teachers and 
superintendents as to the question of inclusion of 
administrative personnel in the unit determination. 
Slightly more than two-thirds of the teachers believed 
administrators should be included in unit determination while 
two-thirds of the superintendents.took the opposite view. 
The null hypothesis was rejected. 
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Hypothesis 11 
There is no difference in the attitude of teachers 
and superintendents as to the role of the superintendent 
in the negotiation session. 
The majority ($4.0 per cent) of the teachers favored the 
superintendent in the role of advisor to negotiation for both 
the school board and teachers. The plurality (43.0 per cent) 
of the superintendents believed his role to be advisor to 
negotiation for the school board. 
Hypothesis 12 
There is no difference in the attitude of teachers and 
superintendents as to the role of the supervisory 
personnel in the negotiation process, 
A plurality (43,8 per cent) of the teachers felt that 
the supervisory personnel should be an active member of the 
teacher team. A majority (55.3 per cent) of the superintend­
ents felt supervisors should be on the management team. 
Hypothesis 13 
There is no difference in the attitude of teachers 
and superintendents as to the role of technical 
Instructional personnel. 
Both teachers (71.7 per cent) and superintendents 
(8l.4 per cent) agreed that technical instructional personnel 
belonged on the teacher team in the negotiation process. 
Hypothesis l4 
There is no difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and superintendents as to the need for an 
enactment of a state law prescribing the procedures 
for negotiation in local school systems. 
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Two-thirds of the superintendents believed that a 
state negotiation law was necessary. Teachers (54.0 per cent) 
took the opposite view. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 15 
— There is no difference in the agreement between 
perceptions of teachers and superintendents concerning 
the scope of the law affecting negotiations. 
Teachers (57«7 per cent) preferred a law that would be 
unlimited in scope. Superintendents (64.9 per cent) 
preferred a more limited law that would be concerned with 
matters of salaries and related economic policies affecting 
professional services. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis l6 
There is no difference between teachers and 
superintendents in their attitude toward a negotiation 
status which covers teachers only. 
Three-fourths of the superintendents and 78,3 per cent 
of the teachers believed that the statute should cover 
teachers separately from other public employees. The null 
hypothesis could not be rejected. 
Hypothesis 17 
There is no difference in the agreement between 
teachers and superintendents on who should have the 
final authority to settle disputes. 
The plurality of teachers (30.9 per cent) and 
superintendents (34,5 per cent) preferred a commission 
appointed by the State Department of Public Instruction. 
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However, 29.1 per cent of the superintendents chose to add 
their own choice, "the local school board". The null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis l8 
There is no difference between teachers' and 
superintendents' perception of the relative differences 
in the AFT and NEA. 
Teachers and superintendents could not agree if there 
were major ideological, programmatic, or membership 
differences. Each of the mentioned differences was tested 
and rejected. Subsequently, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 19 
There is no difference between teachers and 
superintendents as they perceive the status of the 
educational organization in the next few years. 
Although both groups strongly believed that the 
organization would enjoy increased importance, nearly four 
per cent of the superintendents believed that the organization 
would be less important. 
Hypothesis 20 
There is no difference between teachers and 
superintendents in their perception of the factors 
that ignite militancy. 
The teachers (4l.8 per cent) felt the arbitrary and 
capricious administrative decisions most ignited militancy. 
The superintendents (23.9 per cent) felt the power struggle 
between the NEA and AFT most enkindled militancy. 
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Conclusions 
Within the limitations of this study, the findings 
justify the following conclusions. 
1, Teachers and superintendents view various aspects 
of collective negotiations significantly the same. 
Specifically, it can be concluded that they believe: 
a, teachers should have the right to collectively 
negotiate with their local school board. 
b, "salaries and wages" is the most important item 
to be negotiated, 
c, technical instructional personnel belong with 
classroom teachers in the negotiation process, 
d, state negotiation guidelines should cover 
teachers separately from other public employees, 
e, the educational organizations will enjoy 
increased importance, 
2. Teachers and superintendents view various aspects of 
collective negotiations significantly different. 
a. Whereas the majority of teachers and superintend­
ents agree direct teacher-board communications 
should exist, the findings indicate that a 
significantly greater percentage of superintend­
ents than teachers felt that direct lines 
presently exist. The difference indicates that 
teachers are not well informed about the existent 
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channels or there have been obstacles that 
deter teachers from making direct contact with 
their board. 
A substantial number of teachers preferred to 
meet with the board of education without the 
presence of the superintendent. The superin­
tendents on the other hand preferred to be a 
party to all negotiation procedures. The 
differences indicate a lack of confidence in the 
superintendent by some teachers in negotiation 
procedures. The teachers are wary of arbitrary 
and whimsical administrative decisions. 
A significantly greater per cent of superintend­
ents than teachers felt that collective 
negotiations involved the surrender of the 
board's discretionary power. The difference 
indicates that some superintendents are hesitant 
of the potential teacher power. 
A substantially larger number of teachers than 
superintendents believed there should not be 
exclusive negotiating rights for the majority 
organization. The difference indicates the 
teachers' Indecision about negotiation rights or 
their wish for unlimited freedom in negotiating 
with the board. The majority of superintendents 
118 
would prefer to negotiate with one group^  the 
group with the right to negotiate as determined 
by referendum, 
A significantly higher per cent of superintend­
ents than teachers believed teachers did not have 
the right to strike even if an apparently 
insolvable impasse occurred. The difference 
indicates that superintendents feel strikes by 
teachers are wrong. Teachers, on the other hand, 
express a willingness to strike if treated un­
justly. However, both parties would prefer to 
ask for advisory or voluntary arbitration to try 
to resolve the impasse. 
Most teachers believed administrators should be 
included in unit determination while a similar 
number of superintendents believed differently. 
The difference indicates that association 
teachers are willing to include administrators 
in unit determination, but superintendents 
don't believe administrators should be part of 
the teacher team. This is also borne out in 
their responses as to their role and super­
visors' role in the negotiation process. 
Superintendents believe administrators should 
be on the management team. 
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g. A substantially greater percentage of superin­
tendents than teachers believed a state 
negotiation law was necessary. The superintend­
ents prefer uniform guidelines limited to 
economic conditions. Teachers appear to prefer 
not to be bound by a law unless the scope of the 
law is unlimited. Their differences are 
magnified in their responses in reference to who 
should have the final authority to settle dis­
putes if a law were enacted, 
h. Within the limitations of this study, it may be 
concluded that teachers believe a merger of the 
AFT and NEA would be beneficial to the teaching 
profession. Superintendents take the opposite 
view. 
i. Substantially more superintendents than teachers 
appear to be knowledgeable about association and 
union ideology, programs, and membership 
requirements. 
j. Teachers believe "the arbitrary and capricious 
administrative decisions" and "the feeling of 
teacher neglect or anonymity" are the factors 
that most Ignite militancy. Superintendents 
view "the power struggle between the NEA and 
AFT" and "the changing attitude of society 
toward the rights of public employees" as the 
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factors that most enkindle militancy. The 
difference indicates teachers feel a personal 
injustice with regard to their rights, while 
superintendents feel that militancy results 
from the latitude of freedom allowed in a 
democratic society. 
3. Elementary and secondary teachers view the 
negotiation phenomenon similarly. There were few 
substantially different responses by grade level. 
4. Respondents from the larger schools tend to express 
the same attitude toward the negotiation as do 
their counterparts from the smaller schools. There 
was homogeneity of respondents from the various size 
school districts in Iowa. Few significant 
differences were disclosed in the reaction to the 
questions by enrollment strata. 
5. There is a high degree of job satisfaction among the 
Iowa teachers and superintendents. As a group, these 
educators would choose the teaching profession if 
given the opportunity to start their careers over. 
Limitations 
The study was limited to certified public school 
personnel employed in community, consolidated, and independent 
school districts maintaining four year high schools in Iowa 
during the I968-I969 school year. 
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The findings were based upon 100 per cent return of the 
survey instrument from a stratified cluster random sample 
of public school teachers and superintendents. It was assumed 
that the respondents' perceptions were representative of the 
population they represented. 
Recommendations 
The study was designed to make teachers and superintend­
ents more knowledgeable about their potential position in the 
negotiation process, as well as to gain basic scientific 
knowledge that can be applied generally. The findings of 
this study should prove valuable for initial training and 
in-service programs for educators. Specifically, the data 
reported in this study should indicate conceivable alter­
ations of curricula in preparing teachers and administrators. 
It is recommended that the findings also be made available 
to interest groups such as the Iowa State Education 
Association and its affiliates and the Iowa School Board 
Association for in-service or informational purposes. 
It is recommended that a state negotiation statute be 
enacted prior to a crisis. Such state guidelines can create 
an atmosphere open to good-faith negotiations. 
Recommendations for further research are suggested by 
the results of this study. A study of a similar nature 
using the perceptions of the other partners in the educational 
enterprise, school boards and supervisory personnel, would 
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provide an interesting comparison with the perceptions by 
teachers and superintendents presented in this study. 
Since the Iowa results can not describe teacher or 
administrator behavior in more populous states with much 
larger school systems, a similar study could be made, thereby-
increasing the scope of not only the geographic area but also 
a more heterogeneous populous. In this respect, for example, 
more ethnic and labor views would be presented. 
123 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
1. Allen, James E., Jr. Interest and role of state education 
department with respect to employer and employee relations. 
In Doherty, Robert E., ed, Eiïçloyer-employee relations 
in the public schools. Pp. 6-11. Ithaca, New York, New 
York State School of Industrial and Labor Relations, 
Cornell University. 196?. 
2. American Association of School Administrators, School 
administrators view professional negotiations. 
Washington, D.C., author. 1966. 
3. American Association of School Administrators. The school 
administrator and negotiation. Washington, D.C., author. 
1968. 
4. Anderson, Arvid. The U.S. experience in collective bar­
gaining in public employment. In Warner, Kenneth 0., ed. 
Collective bargaining in the public service: theory and 
practice. Chapter 3. Pp. 21-44. Chicago, Illinois, 
Public Personnel Association. 1967. 
5. Asnard, Robert R, Directions in negotiation. Mimeo­
graphed speech delivered to Work-Conference on the 
Elementary Principal and Professional Negotiation, 
Bloomlngton, Indiana, Library, Indiana University, 
June 17;, 1968. 
-6. Balrstow, Frances. Discipline and discharge under 
collective bargaining. In Warner, Kenneth 0., ed. 
Collective bargaining in the public service: theory and 
practice. Chapter 9» Pp. 102-115. Chicago, Illinois, 
Public Personnel Association. 1967. 
7. Birdsell, Donald F". A study of the status of professional 
negotiations in selected schools in twelve midwestern 
states. Microfilm copy 66-3410, Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, 
Iowa City, Iowa, Library, State University of Iowa. Ann 
Arbor, Michigan, University Microfilms, Inc. I966. 
8. Bolmeier, Edward. The school in the legal structure, 
Cincinnati, Ohio, W. H. Anderson Company. 1968. 
9. Braun, Robert J. Anatomy of a strike; what really 
happened in Woodbridge? School Management 11, No. 5: 
76-82, 112-124. 1967. 
124 
10. Buskin, Martin. How schoolmen are handling the hot ones: 
integration, innovation, negotiation. School Management 
11, No. 6; 59-76, 81-83. 1967. 
11. Buskin, Martin. Now that the big ones are over...what's 
left? what's ahead? School Management 11, No. 11: 66-
74. 1967. 
12. Calkins, Hugh. Professional negotiations as viewed by 
the school board member. Midland Schools 82, No. 5'-
14-16. 1968. 
13. Casey, E. Riley. Legal problems of negotiations, 
American School Board Journal 155j No. 5: 17-18. 1967. 
14. Cochran, William G. Sampling techniques. New York, New 
York, John Wiley and Sons, 1963. 
15. Connecticut. General Statutes, 10-153% (Supp, 1965), 
16. Cronin, Joseph H. School boards and principals - before 
and after negotiations. Phi Delta Kappan 4-9j No. 3: 
123-127. 1967. 
17. Doherty, Robert E., editor. Employer-employee relations 
in public schools. Ithaca, New York, New York State 
School of Industrial and Labor Relations, Cornell 
University. I967. 
18. Doherty, Robert E. Public interest at stake. American 
School Board Journal 155, No. 4: ll-l4. I967. 
19. Epstein, Benjamin. The principal's role in collective 
negotiations between teachers and school boards. 
Washington, D.C., National Association of Secondary-
School Principals. 1967. 
20. Epstein, Benjamin. What status and voice for principals 
in collective bargaining and professional negotiation by 
teacher organizations. National Association of Secondary 
School Principals Bulletin 49, No. 299: 226-259. I965. 
21. Essex, Martin. Teacher militancy: will it get worse 
before it gets better? Education Digest 33, No. 9: 1-
4. 1968. 
22. Evans, Seymour, The superintendent's dilemma. American 
School Board Journal 155,, No. 5: 11-12. 1967. 
125 
23. Garber, Lee 0, and Edwards, Newton, The law governing 
teaching personnel. Danville, Illinois, The Interstate 
Printers and Publisherso 1962, 
24. Glenn, John E, Memorandum outlining the provisions of 
the public employees' fair employment act. National 
Organization on Legal Problems of Education Conference 
Proceedings 13. 1967» 
25. Griffith, Daniel and McGovern, Earl. Two estimates of 
first definite book on collective negotiations in public 
education. Phi Delta Kappan 47, No. 1: 41-43. I966. 
26. Gross, Calvin. Ways to deal with the new teacher 
militancy. Phi Delta Kappan 46, No, 4: 147-151, 1964. 
27. Hannan, Cecil J, and Webb, Harold V, Opinion: what's 
behind the strikes? Education Age 4, No, 2: 11, I967. 
28. Hart, Wilson R, Collective bargaining in the federal 
civil service; a study of labor-management relations in 
United States government employment. New York, New York, 
Harper Company, I96I, 
29. Heald, James E, and Moore, Samuel A, The teacher and 
administrative relationships in school systems. New 
York, New York, The MacMlllan Company, 1968, 
30. Houts, Paul. Professional negotiation - a report from 
DESP. National Elementary Principal 47, No, 4: 62-70, 
1968, 
31. Iowa, Code, 1966: 279.8, 1966. 
32. Iowa, Code, 1966: 290.I, I966. 
33. Iowa. Code, 1966: 290.5. 1966. 
34. Iowa State Department of Public Instruction. Data on 
Iowa Schools. Des Moines, Iowa. State of Iowa. I968. 
35. Iowa State Department of Public Instruction. Estimated 
enrollment figures 1968-69. Des Moines, Iowa, author. 
Bulletin 8680-14565 DP. July 1968. 
36. Iowa State Department of Public Instruction. Iowa 
Educational Directory. Des Moines, Iowa. State of Iowa. 
1967. 
126 
37. King, James C. New directions for collective negotiation. 
National Elementary Principal 47, No. 1: 43-47. 1967. 
38. Lesher, Merle R. Grievance procedures for certified 
personnel in the public schools of Iowa. Unpublished 
Ph.D. thesis. Ames, Iowa, Library, Iowa State University. 
1967. 
39. Lieberman, Myron. Teacher power: how to get it. Grade 
Teacher 85, No. 9' 77-90, 103. 19^ 8. 
40. Lieberman, Myron and Moskcw, Michael H. Collective 
negotiations for teachers. Chicago, Illinois, Rand 
McNally and Company. 1966. 
41. Ligtenberg, John and Andree, Robert G. Collective 
bargaining in the public schools. Chicago, Illinois, 
American Federation of Teachers Educational Foundation, 
Inc. 1966. 
42. Militant public employees - more trouble for the cities. 
U.S. News and World Report 64, No. 9: 78-79. 1968. 
43. Miller, Richard I. Educ&^ ion in a changing society. 
Washington, B.C., National Education Association. 1964. 
44. Hosier, Richard H. Keeping abreast in research. Phi 
Delta Kappan 47, No. 10: 577-502. 1966. 
45. Moskow, Michael H. Teachers and unions; an analysis 
of the applicability of collective bargaining for public 
school teachers. Microfilm copy 66-4632, Unpublished 
Ph.D. thesis, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Library, 
University of Pennsylvania, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 
University Microfilm, Inc. I966. 
46. National Commission on Professional Rights and Respon­
sibilities. Guidelines for professional sanctions. 
Washington, D.C., National Education Association. 1966. 
47. NBA convention delegates point association power toward 
changes in society. NTJ- Reporter 7) No. 7: 1-2. 1968. 
48. New York. Civil Service Le.w, 100(1) (McKinney 1959). 
49. Nolte, M. Chester and L3nn, John P. The principal's role 
in collective negotiation. Washington, D.C., Educational 
Services Bureau, Inc. I967. 
127 
50. Netusil, Anton J. Influences of Iowa school district 
characteristics on salary increases for administrators 
and teachers. Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Ames, Iowa, 
Library, Iowa State University, I967. 
51. Norwalk Teachers Association v. Board of Education, 
138 Conn 269, 83 A(2d) 482(1951). 
52. O'Hare, Marvin G. Professional negotiations as viewed 
by the principal. Midland Schools 82, No. 5: 10-11, 36. 
1968. 
53. Pfiffner, John M. and Presthus, Robert. Public admin­
istration. New York, New York, The Ronald Press Company. 
1967. 
54. Professional Relations Division. Guidelines for pro­
fessional negotiation in Iowa. Des Moines, Iowa, Iowa 
State Education Association. 1967. 
55. Professional Relations Division, Guidelines for pro­
fessional sanctions. Des Moines, Iowa, Iowa State 
Education Association, 1967. 
56. Research Division NEA, First decision and order in 
education by New York state public employment relations 
board. Negotiation Research Digest 1, No, 5: A-2. 
1968. 
57. Research Division NEA. Negotiation statutes,. Negotiation 
Research Digest 1, No. 1: A-1 - A-8. 1967. 
58. Research Division NEA, Patterns in negotiation. 
Negotiation Research Digest 1, No. 3'- B-1 - B-7. I968. 
59. Research Division NEA, Survey of written negotiation pro­
cedures between local school boards and organizations of 
the teaching profession. Negotiation Research Digest 1, 
No. 1: B-1 - B-7. 1967. 
60. Rhode Island. General Laws, 28-9.3-2 (Supp. I966). 
61. Rhodes, Eric F, and Long, Richard P. The principal's 
role in collective negotiations. Washington, D.C., 
Educational Services Bureau, Inc. I967. 
62. Salisbury, Arnold W. Professional negotiation as viewed 
by the superintendent. Midland Schools 82, No. 3' 12-
13. 1968. 
128 
63, SeltZj Reynolds C. Collective bargaining can help 
achieve reasonable agreement, American School Board 
Journal 153j No. 5: 52-55. 1966, 
64, Seitz, Reynolds C. Mediation, fact finding, arbitration. 
National Organization on Legal Problems of Education 
Conference Proceedings 13. I967. 
65, Seitz, Reynolds C, Public employee negotiations and 
school board authority. In Rezny, Arthur A,, editor. 
Legal problems of school boards. Pp, 113-150, 
Cincinnati, Ohio, W. H, Anderson Company, 1966. 
66, Selden, David, Why the APT maintains its APL-CIO 
affiliation. Phi Delta Kappan 47, No, 6; 290-300, 
1966. 
67, Shils, Edward B, and Whittler, C, Taylor, Teachers, 
administrators, and collective bargaining. New York, 
New York, Thomas Y. Crowell Company. I968, 
68, Stinnett, T, M, Professional negotiation, collective 
bargaining, sanctions, and strikes. National Association 
of Secondary-School Principals Bulletin 48; 93-105. 
April 1964. 
69, Stinnett, T. M,, Kleinmann, Jack and Ware, Martha L, 
Professional negotiation in public education. New York, 
New York, MacMlllan Company. 1966, 
70, Taylor, George W. Collective bargaining in transition. 
In Weber, Arnold R,, ed. The structure of collective 
bargaining. Pp. 343-358, New York, New York, The Free 
Press of Glencoe, Inc. 196I. 
71, Taylor, George W, The public interest in collective 
negotiations in education. Phi Delta Kappan 48, No. 1: 
16-22, 1966. 
72, Teacher power; How to use it. Grade Teacher 85, No. 9: 
80-94, 104, 1968. 
73, Teachers' strikes; a spreading problem. U.S. News and 
World Report 64, No. 10: 8, 1968, 
74, Tompkins, Ellsworth, Rights and responsibilities of 
principals, NASSP News Letter l4. No, 5: 1. 1967. 
129 
75. U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
Work stoppages involving teachers, 1940-1962, 
Washington, D.C., Government Printing Office, 
November I963. 
76. Unruh, A, Negotiations and the role of the superintend­
ent. Educational Forum 29: 165-196. 19^ 5. 
77. Vander Woude, R. Dick. Professional negotiations as 
viewed by the classroom teacher. Midland Schools 82, 
No. 5: 8-9, 16. 1968. 
78. Van Zwoll, James A. School personnel administration. 
New York, New York, Meredith Publishing Company, 1964. 
79. Washington. Revised Code I967. 28.78.020. I967, 
80. Wert, James E., Neidt, Charles 0. and Ahmann, J. Stanley. 
Statistical methods in educational and psychological 
research. New York, New York, Appleton-Century-Crofts, 
Inc. 1954. 
81. Wildman, Wesley A. Implications of teacher bargaining 
for school administration. Phi Delta Kappan 46, No. 4: 
152-158. 1964. 
82. Wildman, Wesley A. What's negotiable? American School 
Board Journal I55, No. 5: 7-10. 1967• 
83. Wilhelms, Fred T. An open letter to the public on the 
use of principals. NASSP Spotlight No. 79. 1967. 
84. Wisconsin Education Association. Principals, supervisors 
given negotiations pattern. Wisconsin Journal of 
Education 100, No. 10: 11. I968. 
85. Wisconsin. Statutes, III.81 (West I968). 
86. Zeigler, Harmon. The political life of american teachers. 
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1967. 
130 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
The writer wishes to express appreciation and gratitude 
to Dr. Ross A. Engel for his valuable assistance, counsel, 
and encouragement in undertaking this research project. 
Sincere appreciation is also extended to Dr. Ray Bryan, 
Dr. Lawrence Burkhart, Dr. Neil Harl, and Dr. Trevor Howe, 
members of the writers committee for their encouragement and 
assistance throughout the progress of the study. 
Finally, to my wife and children for their understanding, 
encouragement, and untiring support on my behalf. 
131 
APPENDIX A: 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS PARTICIPATING 
IN THIS STUDY 
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SCHOOL DISTRICTS PARTICIPATING BY ENROLLMENT STRATA 
Des Moines 
Cedar Rapids 
Davenport 
Waterloo 
STRATUM 1 
Sioux City 
Council Bluffs 
Dubuque 
Ottumwa 
Iowa City 
Fort Dodge 
Burlington 
Mason City 
Clinton 
Cedar Falls 
Muscatine 
Marshalltown 
Ames 
STRATUM 2 
Newton 
West Des Moines 
Bettendorf 
Port Madison 
Keokuk 
Fairfield 
Winterset 
Southeast Polk 
Charles City 
Urbandale 
STRATUM 3 
Boone 
Indianola 
Grinnell-Newburg 
Marion 
Ankeny 
Atlantic 
Spencer 
LeMars 
Estherville 
Creston 
Oskaloosa 
Mt. Pleasant 
Lewis Central 
West Delaware 
North Scott 
Washington 
Independence 
Centerville 
Davis County 
Iowa Palls 
Central (Clinton) 
Eagle Grove 
Hampton 
Glenwood 
Nevada 
Clarinda 
Sheldon 
Starmont 
Forest City 
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STRATUM 4 
Howard-Winneshiek 
Chariton 
Humboldt 
Cherokee 
Red Oak 
Harlan 
Allamakee 
Mid-Prairie 
New Hampton 
STRATUM 5 
Clarke 
North Payette 
Cardinal 
West Marshall 
Tipton 
Spirit Lake 
Missouri Valley 
Maquoketa 
South Hamilton 
Carlisle 
Griswold 
Emmetsburg 
Mediapolis 
Central Lee 
STRATUM 6 
West Monona North Linn Ballard 
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STRATUM 7 
BGM (Brooklyn) 
Britt 
West Branch 
Sioux: Center 
Interstate 35 
Lake City 
Nashua 
Ackley 
Madrid 
Tripoli 
Dallas 
Aurelia 
Dysart 
Greenfield 
Ogden 
Boyden-Hull 
Columbus 
STRATUM 8 
None 
Gilbert 
Paton-Churdan 
STRATUM 9 
Glidden-Ralston 
Willow 
Gladbrook 
Hubbard 
Grand 
Van Meter 
Prescott 
Mallard 
STRATUM 10 
Klerame 
Ringsted 
Galva 
Union-Whitten 
Kanawha 
Rembrandt 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Of Science and Technology 
Ames J Iowa 50010 
Department of Education November 2^ ,  I968 
Dear Colleague, 
This letter comes to you as a vital part of the collection of 
data for a doctoral thesis that may be of interest to you. 
Enclosed you will find a questionnaire concerned with the 
collective negotiation phenomenon. You have been selected at 
random to reflect your opinion on the collective negotiation 
process in this state-wide study. 
You may be assured that the highest professional ethics will 
be utilized. The personal information requested is necessary 
in order to make categorical analyses of responses. 
We urge your participation. The statistical design of this 
study requires 100 per cent return. The questionnaire will 
take about 15 or 20 minutes for completion. 
Please allow us to thank you in advance for your cooperation 
and assistance in returning the completed questionnaire. 
Sincerely, Sincerely, 
/s/ Ross Engel /s/ Marvin O'Hare 
Ross Engel, Advisor Marvin O'Hare, Principal 
Iowa State University Ames Community Schools 
Enclosures 
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Code Number 
Please complete the following Information concerning yourself 
by placing a check in the appropriate blank. 
Sex 
1. 
2 .  
Male 
Female 
Educational Attainment 
1. Less than Bachelor's 
Degree 
2. Bachelor's Degree 
3. Master's Degree 
4o Specialist's Degree 
5, Doctor's Degree 
Grade Level (If more than 
one, check the one you 
devote the majority of 
your service to) 
1. Elementary (K-6) 
2. Junior High (7-9) 
3. Senior High (10-12) 
4. System-wide (K-12) 
Membership in Educational 
Organization (Check one.) 
1. Association (NEA or 
Affiliate) 
2. Union (APT or other) 
3. Both Union and Assoc­
iation Organizations 
4. None 
Age (On your last birthday) 
1. 21 - 30 
2. 31 - 40 
3. 41-50 
4. 51 - 60 
5. 61 and over 
Total Number of Years 
Experience 
1. 
2 .  
3: 
5. 
I ;  J  
16 - 25 
26 - 35 
3D and over 
Official Position 
1. Classroom Teacher 
2. Superintendent 
Would you choose the same 
occupation if ^ iven the oppor-
t unity to s tari 
over againf 
your career 
1. Yes 
2. No 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. Do you believe teachers or teacher representatives have 
the right to negotiate collectively with the local school 
board? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
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Do channels presently exist for direct discussion to take 
place between teachers and your board of education? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
Should channels exist through which teachers may 
communicate directly with their board of education? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
When teacher organizations communicate with boards of 
education for reasons of negotiation, which of the 
following categories would you choose as being the most 
effective? (Check one.) 
a, A committee composed of representatives of all 
teacher organizations meets with the 
superintendent and board of education 
b. A committee composed of representatives of all 
teacher organizations meets with the superintend­
ent and he in turn, with them present, represents 
them to the board of education 
c. A committee composed of representatives of all 
teacher organizations meets with the board of 
education without the presence of the 
superintendent 
d. A separate committee from each teacher organi­
zation meets with the superintendent and board of 
education 
e. A separate committee from each teacher organi­
zation meets with the superintendent and he in 
turn, with them present, represents them to the 
board of education 
f, A separate committee from each teacher organi­
zation meets with the board of education without 
the presence of the superintendent 
g. A committee composed of teachers at large meets 
with the superintendent and the board of education 
h. A committee of teachers at large meets with the 
superintendent and he in turn, with them present, 
represents them to the board of education 
i. A committee composed of teachers at large meets 
with the board of education without the presence 
of the superintendent 
j. Other ' 
In your opinion, does collective negotiations involve a 
surrender of discretionary powers of the local board of 
education? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
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In your opinion, should the majority organization (AFT, 
NEA, etc.) have the right to negotiate exclusively with 
the school board? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
8, Some or all of the following items have appeared on 
negotiation lists. In column 1, please check the one 
item you perceive to be most important for teacher 
groups to negotiate. In column 2, please check the one 
item you perceive to be of least importance for teacher 
groups to negotiate. 
Col. 1 Col. 2 Item 
a. Class size 
b. Curriculum 
c. Elimination of no-strike pledge 
d. Elimination of non-teacher duties 
e. Expiration date of negotiation agree­
ment 
f. Faculty conferences on school time 
g. Fringe benefits 
h. Grievance procedures 
i. In-service education 
J. Leave (sick, maternity, professional, 
sabbatical) 
k. Lunch and rest periods 
1. Personnel policy 
m. Preparation periods 
n. Promotion 
o. Provisions for physical facilities for 
teachers 
p. Recognition of the negotiation team 
q. Recruitment of teachers 
r. Salaries and wages 
s. School aides 
t. School calendar 
u. Supplies and equipment 
V. Teaching assignments 
w. Transfers 
In your opinion, should teachers have the right to strike 
if an apparently insolvable impasse occurs? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
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10. In your opinion, which of the alternatives for averting 
a strike would you recommend? (Check one.) 
a. Compulsory arbitration (a neutral authority 
can by its intervention induce the parties to 
settle their differences without recourse) 
b. Advisory arbitration (an impartial tribunal 
with nonbindlng authority would encourage 
settlement of difference between the parties) 
c. Sanction (other than withholding of contracts) 
d. Voluntary arbitration (both parties agree to 
submit disputed issue to third party) 
e. Other 
11. In your opinion, should administrative personnel be 
included in unit determination? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
12. In your opinion, what should the role of the superintend­
ent be in the negotiation session? (Check one,) 
a. Negotiator with full authority 
b. Negotiator with limited authority 
c. Advisor to negotiation for school board only 
d. Advisor to negotiation for both school board 
and teachers 
e. Neutral resource person 
f. Non-participant 
g. Other 
13. In your opinion, what role should the supervisory per­
sonnel (principal, subject supervisor, etc.) play in the 
negotiation process? (Check one.) 
a. Active member of the management team 
b. Active member of the teacher team 
c. Neutral resource person 
d. Non-participant 
e. Other 
14. In your opinion, what role should the technical instruc­
tional personnel (counselors, librarians, psychologists, 
etc.) play In the negotiation process? (Check one.) 
a. Active member of the management team 
b. Active member of the teacher team 
c. Neutral resource person 
d. Non-participant 
e. Other 
l4l 
15. If a state statute were enacted, what should be the scope 
of the law affecting negotiations? (Check one.) 
a. Matters of salaries and related economic 
policies affecting professional services 
b. Questions of wages, hours and conditions of 
employment 
c. School policies relating to, but not limited 
to, curriculum, textbook selection, in-service 
training, student teaching programs, personnel, 
hiring and assignment practices, leaves of 
absence, salaries and salary schedules and non-
instructional duties 
d. Other 
16. In your opinion, should the state legislature enact a 
statute prescribing the procedures for negotiation in 
local school systems? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
17. If a state law were enacted, should the statute cover 
teachers separately from other public employees? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
18. If a state law were enacted, who should have the final 
authority to settle disputes? (Check one.) 
a. Public Employees Relations Board 
b. State Courts 
c. State Department of Public Instruction 
d. Commission appointed by State Department of 
Public Instruction 
e. Other 
19. In your opinion, are there any major ideological differ­
ences in the AFT and the NEA? 
a. Yes 
_____ b. No 
c. I have no opinion 
If yes, briefly state these major ideological differences: 
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20. In your opinion, are there any maJor programmatic 
differences in the APT and the "NEfiT" 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. I have no opinion 
If yes, briefly state these major programmatic 
differences: 
21, In your opinion, are there any major membership require­
ment differences between the APT and the NEA? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. I have no opinion 
If yes, briefly state these major membership differences: 
22, In your opinion, would a merger of the APT and the NEA be 
beneficial to the teaching profession? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. I have no opinion 
23, What relative status do you anticipate the educational 
organization such as APT or NEA. to assume in the next few 
years as they pertain to your official position? (Check 
one, ) 
a. An Increased Importance 
b. No significant change 
c. Decreased Importance 
d. No opinion 
24, In your opinion, which one of the following potential 
factors most Ignite militancy in the profession? 
a. The arbitrary and capricious administrative 
decisions 
b. The changing attitude of society toward the 
rights of public employees 
c. The feeling of teacher neglect or anonymity 
d. The public's lack of sharing the affluent economy 
e. The rules that govern the employment relationship 
f. The power struggle between the NEA and APT 
g. Other 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Of Science and Technology 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
Department of Education December 9* 1968 
Dear Colleague, 
On November 25, 1968, you were one of 230 Iowa public school 
teachers and superintendents from whom Dr. Engel and I sought 
opinions on several questions relative to the collective 
negotiation phenomenon. To date, 99 of the 115 superintend­
ents and 67 of the 115 teachers have replied. Because of the 
nature of the sampling technique used, 100 per cent return 
is required for several of the enrollment strata. 
As fellow educators, we are aware of the many demands on your 
time, but we would certainly appreciate it if you would take 
a few minutes to complete this questionnaire and return it. 
Please allow us to thank you in advance for your cooperation 
and assistance in returning the completed questionnaire. 
Sincerely, 
/s/ Marvin G. O'Hare 
Marvin G. O'Hare 
Enclosures 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Of Science and Technology 
Ames J Iowa 50010 
Department of Education December l 6 ,  1968 
Dear Colleague, 
A follow-up letter and a copy of the enclosed questionnaire 
were sent to you a week ago. We have thus far received re­
sponses from 100 per cent of the superintendents and 95 per 
cent of the teachers. We are particularly interested in 
having your response included in our survey. 
As of this date, we have not received your questionnaire. If 
you have recently returned this questionnaire please ignore 
this communication. Your cooperation is both needed and 
appreciated. 
Please allow us to thank you in advance for your participation 
and assistance in returning the completed questionnaire. 
Sincerely, 
/s/ Marvin G. O'Hare 
Marvin G. O'Hare 
Enclosures 
